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ABSTRACT 
 
 Performance-based funding in the State University System of Florida is the principle 
legislative based funding method for the states 12 public universities.  The system and the policy 
is governed by the Florida Board of Governors.  However, Florida’s legislative branch has 
ultimate authority in regards to the policy.  There is a gap of knowledge on the critical factors 
which led to the development, implementation and adoption of this policy. Data were collected 
using primary and secondary document analysis as well as through interviews with individuals in 
the following groups: elected officials, higher education leaders, staff, financial or policy 
influencers and other higher education stakeholders.  Four themes emerged from the analysis of 
the data; the economy, accountability, the “political-ness” of Florida as well as the importance of 
investing in the state’s public higher education system. Using Kingdon (2011) Agendas, 
Alternatives, and Public Policies as the theoretical framework of the study, the themes were then 
interpreted using Kingdon’s three streams: the problem stream, the policy stream and the 
political stream which converge to create policy.  The themes aligned with and expanded the 
understanding of the critical factors which led to the adoption and continued use of performance-
based funding in the State University System of Florida. Suggestions for future research were 
also identified.   
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
 
Thomas Jefferson (1787) wrote to James Madison, “Educate and inform the whole mass 
of the people… They are the only sure reliance for the preservation of our liberty (Jefferson, 
1787).”  However, what would Thomas Jefferson and other founding fathers think of the current 
political processes and influences in higher education?   
Political processes have altered the workflow of higher education governance, funding, 
operational processes, policies and procedures from the individual university governance boards, 
Boards of Trustees to the academic advisors who work directly with students.  Wellman, (2006) 
claimed, “positioned at the intersection between higher education and state government, state 
postsecondary education entities must navigate between public policy and politics to be 
effective” (p56). One such policy positioned between higher education and state government is 
performance-based funding—first implemented in 1979 by the Tennessee Legislature.  The 
policy has since been adopted by more than 30 states; however, some states have altered and/or 
abandoned their initial legislation for various reasons.  On a national, level most recent studies in 
Ohio, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Florida indicate there is little connection between 
performance-based funding and the accountability measures associated with policy (Dougherty 
& Reddy, 2013; see also Tandberg & Hillman, 2014).  As more research is published there is a 
possibility of linkages between graduation rates and retention, as these are two of the more 
traditional performance measures.  Furthermore, this study is not an evaluation of the 
effectiveness or the appropriateness of performance-based funding. The purpose of this study is 
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to research and analyze the historical implementation of performance-based funding in the State 
University System of Florida.   
Each state has varied metrics and definitions of the performance based policy. For this 
study, performance-based funding is defined as: “…a method of financing public education 
institutions based on outcomes such as retention, course and degree completion, and job 
placement, not on inputs such as enrollment” (Dougherty, Natow, Bork, Jones, & Vega, 2013). 
In 1979, the Tennessee legislature adopted performance-based funding almost thirty years before 
the establishment of Secretary Spellings’ Commission on the Future of Education, which 
included considerable importance on institutional performance and funding (Mullin & 
Honeyman, 2008).   
To meet the challenges of the 21st Century, higher education must change from a system 
primarily based on reputation to one based on performance.  Every one of our goals, from 
improving access and affordability to enhancing quality and innovation, will be more 
easily achieved if higher education institutions embrace and implement accountability 
measures (United States Department of Education, 2006a, p. 20). 
Statement of the Problem 
There have been dramatic changes in the levels of federal and state funding for higher 
education (Mettler & Sorelle, 2014; Neelakantan & Romero, 2017).  These changes may have 
lasting effects, which increases the importance of research that informs strategy and adaption. As 
the competition for funding increases at a time when there are decreasing government-funding 
resources, higher education leaders may need additional resources and support to understand 
how public policy operates, and the ways they can influence it.  
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There is evidence of inconsistencies in higher education funding specific to social science 
principles and economic theory. For instance, there has been an increase in demand for higher 
education; yet, the financial, policy, and public support for education at the state level has 
declined at a steady pace with inflation adjusted funding per student (Toutkoushian & Shafiq, 
2009). The inconsistencies represent challenges for state governments to allocate resources.  In a 
time of state budget declines and uncertain levels of federal support, state governments negotiate 
and propose legislation to reduce general revenue dollars to higher education. During the past 
two decades, state support for Florida's public universities has fallen by more than 20% in 
inflation-adjusted funding per student. Declining funding threatens to undermine quality and 
erodes the ability to plan (Florida Board of Governors 2012-2015 Strategic Plan, 2011). 
Correspondingly, there has been an increase in the federal governments’ support for financial aid 
(Dar, 2014). For the past 20 years, and in the context of the 2016 Presidential election, policy 
debates have become more polarizing than ever, especially related to higher education. With 
polarization, there is also uncertainty about how this will impact higher education systems and 
institutions operating outside of the regulatory boundaries of the state higher education system.  
In November 2016, The United States elected a new President.  President Trump stated, 
“No, I’m not cutting services, but I’m cutting spending. But I may cut Department of Education” 
(CNN Transcripts - President Trump, 2016).  With the President’s appointment of Betsy DeVos, 
the role and influence of the Department of Education are suspected of changing based on the 
philosophical differences between the current and prior administration. Secretary DeVos has 
little experience in the higher education arena.  As the former chair of the Michigan Republican 
Party and the Foundation for Excellence in Education founded by former Florida Governor Jeb 
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Bush, the majority of her work has been in elementary and secondary education (Department of 
Education website, 2017).  Her policy stances on higher education are unclear.  
Additionally, the process and nature of policy making are rapidly changing. These 
changes alter funding, curriculum, and student success (Goldstein, 2014). For instance, the 
Florida Board of Governors has statutory authority to approve and change the performance-based 
funding metrics.  These changes were never more evident than in May 2017 when the Florida 
Legislature altered previously approved legislation impacting the University of South Florida’s 
preeminence ranking.  The University of South Florida was awarded preeminence in 2018.  
While performance-based funding is adopted and implemented on the state level, the Federal 
Government and the United States Department of Education impact university budgets, policies, 
and ways of work.   
Based on these changes it is important to know how current and prospective policies are 
analyzed to produce “usable knowledge.” Furthermore, as the Higher Education Act (HEA) is 
once again being renewed, there are potential risks to other funding streams on which public 
universities rely. Currently, the Higher Education Act is under review by the Senate Education 
Committee; Senator Lamar Alexander, a Tennessee Republican and former Secretary of 
Education under President George W. Bush, chairs the committee.  The HEA is organized into 
eight titles.  The majority of the programs administered by the HEA have the potential to 
influence federal funding levels for higher education, either through direct expenditures or 
through student financial assistance.   
Public universities in the State University System of Florida have evolved politically, 
operationally, financially, and academically through public policy initiatives. The initiatives are 
geared to foster efficiency, improve and encourage accountability, minimize university spending, 
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and enhance student success.  With this policy trend, there is a greater emphasis being placed 
upon the performance based funding metrics, which determine specific financial incentives and 
penalties for the 12 public universities in the State University System. The original metrics are 
reviewed annually to determine if there are any metrics that need to be altered or amended.  In 
November 2018 the Florida Board of Governors voted to remove the penalty for universities 
ending up in the bottom three in the utilized point scale.  
There are challenges to conducting an evaluation of performance-based funding programs 
due to the limited availability of longitudinal data. There is also a gap in the amount of research 
related to performance-based funding and student success.  University response to performance- 
based funding research is mixed.  Moreover, there is ample research that concludes performance-
based funding has a negative impact on student success.  (Hillman, Tandberg, & Gross, 2014).  
However, the proponents of these policies connect program failure to university leadership and 
systems instead of any other indicator (Rabovsky, 2012, 2014).  
There is a need for additional research on the long-term effects of performance-based 
funding.  However, this will depend upon available longitudinal data.  University response to 
performance-based funding is dependent upon the measures and policy language.  Universities 
alter their business operations administration and student success initiatives to respond to 
performance-based funding.  Due to the increased scrutiny of graduation rates, universities are 
further changing their instructional methods, program planning, and evaluation methods (Natow, 
2014). 
Purpose of Study 
The purpose of this qualitative historical public policy analysis is to delineate the 
historical evolution and implementation of performance-based funding in the State University 
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System of Florida from 1996 to December 31, 2018. There are studies in the literature that focus 
on performance-based funding; however, there is a gap in the literature specific to the political 
underpinnings of the policy and policy stakeholders. To support future research and broaden the 
knowledge base on performance-based funding it is necessary not only to identify, but also 
evaluate and analyze the critical factors which led to the policy’s passage and implementation. 
To conduct this study, I collected and analyzed primary and secondary documents, pertaining to 
the critical factors which influenced the implementation of performance-based funding in Florida 
with an emphasis on the period following the 1996 election of Governor Jeb Bush.  To increase 
validity, I employed interviews to gather data from individuals who were involved or have 
knowledge of the policy implementation and evolution.  I recruited participants from the 
following groups: elected officials, staff members, financial influencers, higher education 
leaders, and individuals involved in the adoption of the policy and who understand the 
philosophical context of performance-based funding. This final method of data collection 
provided additional perspectives outside of primary and secondary document analysis.   
Research Questions 
There is a lack of research on the political influences and critical factors which led to the 
adoption and implementation of performance-based funding specific to the State University 
System of Florida.  Numerous scholars, educators, and public administrators have sought to 
deepen the breadth of knowledge related to higher education behaviors specific to policy, 
budgetary, and financial issues. There are more recent additions to the literature on the fiscal 
impacts of performance-based funding. Dougherty et al.  (2012, 2013, 2014) analyzed some of 
the political influences, political processes, and effectiveness of performance-based funding as a 
national higher education policy. Their studies have not specifically analyzed the political 
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underpinnings of the policy in Florida.  Hillman, Tandberg, and Gross (2014) studied whether 
higher education financial incentives impact college completion.  Their study focused on 
Pennsylvania, one of the oldest and most stable performance-based funding policies in the 
nation.  The study did not find a positive or a systemic impact on completion rates (Hillman, 
Tandberg, & Gross, 2014).  
Through a review of the literature, primary and secondary document analysis, and 
interviews, I sought to answer the following research questions:  
1. How has performance-based funding evolved as a funding mechanism for public four-
year universities in Florida, which comprise the State University System?  
2. What were the critical factors which influenced the passage, adoption, and 
implementation of the higher education performance-based funding policy in Florida? 
Florida Government and Higher Education 
Florida is at the epicenter of a policy influence debate in higher education and 
curriculum. In 2002, the Florida electorate amended Article IX, Section 7 of the Florida 
Constitution, to establish a statewide system of governance for all Florida public universities.  
The Florida Board of Governors is the governmental entity created in response to this 
amendment. However, Article IX is not the state’s first policy specific to higher education or 
higher education system governance.   
Policymaking and amendments to the Florida Constitution begin with the Florida 
legislature or other stakeholders, including voters.  Legislation to bring forth a new law or statue 
is introduced by a member of the Florida House or Senate.  In addition, legislation to amend 
Florida law or statutes is either introduced by a member of the Florida House or a member of the 
Florida Senate. Florida citizens have the ability to bring forth changes to the Florida Constitution 
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via referendum, which requires a vote of eligible Florida voters held during general elections.  
Additionally, outside of the statutory requirements, Florida Legislators define, propose, and 
authorize legislation specific to the universities, which comprise the State University System of 
Florida. Governance and performance-based funding shifted in recent years from the Florida 
Board of Regents to the re-constituted Florida Board of Governors following the 2002 vote and 
amendment to the Florida Constitution. This included a shift in staff from approximately 35 staff 
working for the Board of Regents to approximately 65 staff working for the Board of Governors. 
As such, the Board of Governors is authorized in Article IX, Section 7(d), Florida Constitution, 
to “operate, regulate, control, and be fully responsible for the management of the whole 
university system.”   The 12 universities which comprise the State University System of Florida 
are detailed below.  All university data detailed below was retrieved from the 2018 Carnegie 
Classification of Higher Education Classifications. 
• University of West Florida (UWF) is located in Pensacola, Florida.  According to the 
Carnegie Classification of Higher Education, UWF’s basic classification is as a master’s 
colleges & universities: larger programs.  As of the most recent Carnegie report, the fall 
2017 student population was 13,040.  According to Carnegie the university size and 
setting is classified as a four year, medium sized, primarily residential university. 
• Florida State University (FSU) is located in Tallahassee, Florida.  According to the 
Carnegie Classification of Higher Education, FSU’s basic classification is as a doctoral 
university with very high research activity.  As of the most recent Carnegie report, the 
fall 2017 student population was 41,362.  According to Carnegie the university size and 
setting is classified as a four year, medium sized, primarily residential university. 
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• Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University (FAMU) is located in Tallahassee, 
Florida.  According to the Carnegie Classification of Higher Education, FAMU’s basic 
classification is as a doctoral university with high research activity.  As of the most recent 
Carnegie report, the fall 2017 student population was 9,913. According to Carnegie the 
university size and setting is classified as a four year, medium sized, primarily residential 
university.  
• University of North Florida (UNF) is located in Jacksonville, Florida.  According to the 
Carnegie Classification of Higher Education, UNF’s basic classification is a 
Doctoral/Professional University.  As of the most recent Carnegie report, the fall 2017 
student population was 16,309. According to Carnegie the university size and setting is 
classified as a four-year, large sized, primarily residential university.  
• University of Florida (UF) is located in Gainesville, Florida.  According to the Carnegie 
Classification of Higher Education, UF’s basic classification is a doctoral university with 
very high research activity. As of the most recent Carnegie report, the fall 2017 student 
population was 52,669.  According to Carnegie the university size and setting is 
classified as a four-year, large sized, primarily residential university.  
• University of South Florida (USF) is located on the west coast of Florida.  As of 
December 31, 2018, there are three campuses located in Tampa, St. Petersburg and 
Sarasota/Manatee.  The university is in the process of consolidation.  According to the 
Carnegie Classification of Higher Education, USF’s basic classification is a doctoral 
university with very high research activity.  As of the most recent Carnegie report, the 
fall 2017 student population was 43,540 at the Tampa campus, 2,117 at the Sarasota 
Manatee campus and 4,895 at the St. Petersburg campus.  According to Carnegie the 
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university size and setting is classified as a four-year, large sized, primarily residential 
university. 
• University of Central Florida (UCF) is located in Orlando, Florida.  According to the 
Carnegie Classification of Higher Education, UCF’s basic classification is as a doctoral 
university with very high research activity.  As of the most recent Carnegie report, the 
fall 2017 student population was 66,059. According to Carnegie the university size and 
setting is classified as a four-year, large sized, primarily residential university. 
• Florida Polytechnic University (FPU) is located in Lakeland, Florida.  According to the 
Carnegie Classification of Higher Education, FPU’s basic classification is as a 
baccalaureate college: diverse fields.  As of the most recent Carnegie report, the fall 2017 
student population was 1,456. According to Carnegie the university size and setting is 
classified as a four-year, small sized, nonresidential university.   
• New College of Florida (NCF) is located in Sarasota, Florida.  According to the 
Carnegie Classification of Higher Education, NCF’s basic classification is as a 
baccalaureate college: arts & sciences focus. As of the most recent Carnegie report, the 
fall 2017 student population was 859.  According to Carnegie the university size and 
setting is classified as a four-year, very small sized, highly residential university.  
• Florida Gulf Coast University (FGCU) is located in Fort Myers, Florida.  According to 
the Carnegie Classification of Higher Education, FGCUs basic classification is as a 
master’s colleges & universities: larger programs.  As of the most recent Carnegie report, 
the fall 2017 student population is 14,965.  According to Carnegie the university size and 
setting is classified as a four-year, large sized, primarily residential university. 
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• Florida Atlantic University (FAU) is located in Boca Raton, Florida.  According to the 
Carnegie Classification of Higher Education, FAU’s basic classification is as a doctoral 
university with high research activity.  As of the most recent Carnegie report, the fall 
2017 student population was 30,028.  According to Carnegie the university size and 
setting is classified as a four-year, large sized, primarily residential university.  
• Florida International University (FIU) is located in Miami, Florida.  According to the 
Carnegie Classification of Higher Education, FIU’s basic classification is a doctoral 
university with very high research activity.  As of the most recent Carnegie report, the 
fall 2017 student population was 56,718.  According to Carnegie the university size and 
setting is classified as a four-year, large sized, primarily nonresidential university. 
(Carnegie, 2018). 
 
Figure 1. Map of the Institutions within the State University System of Florida 
Source: (Board of Governors 2025 Strategic Plan, 2019) 
Currently, each university in the system submits reports and evaluations specific to the 
performance-based funding measures to the Florida Board of Governors.  The Governor of Florida 
appoints 14 of the 17 Board of Governors members.  Each member serves a seven-year term.  The 
remaining members serve based on their particular title in state government. The composition of 
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the Board is politically variable, depending upon the appointing governor.  The Board has 
sweeping power and authority over the 12 universities that make up the State University System 
of Florida.  In 2005, an administrative and financial office was formed to support the Board of 
Governors; the office is led by the Chancellor of the State University System (Florida Board of 
Governors, 2015). Some of the staff who had served with the Board of Regents transitioned to the 
Board of Governors.  
The Board is composed of upper-level political appointees authorized to monitor and 
influence academic level programs and ultimately curriculum through state regulations.  While a 
number of members currently work in higher education or academia, only one members’ 
background is strictly based in education. Table 1 details the current Florida Board of Governors. 
Table 1 
Members of the Florida Board of Governors 
 
Board Member  
and professional title 
Term  Industry 
Tim Cerio, Attorney  10/27/2017 – 01/06/2024 Government legal 
Richard Corcoran, Commissioner of 
Education  
 Education, former Speaker of the 
Florida House  
Shawn Felton, Ph.D. assistant 
professor 
08/4/2018 – 08/03/2020 Education and athletic training  
Patricia Frost, Retired Teacher  10/27/2017 – 01/06/2024 Education and former chair of the 
Florida International University Board 
of Trustees 
H. Wayne Huizenga, Jr., President 
Huizenga Holding, Inc.   
01/10/2013 – 01/06/2020 Finance 
Darlene L. Jordan, Executive Director  06/22/2017 – 01/06/2024 Non-profit and former attorney 
Sydney Kitson, Vice Chair, Chairman 
and CEO of Kitson & partners 
06/22/2017 – 01/06/2024 Real Estate 
Ned C. Lautenbach, Chair, Lead 
Director of the Independent Trustees 
of the Equity and High Income Funds 
with Fidelity Investments 
10/27/2017 – 01/06/2024 Finance 
Alan M. Levine, President and CEO of 
Mountain States Health Alliance in 
Northeast Tennessee and Southwest 
Virginia 
06/22/2017 – 01/06/2024 Healthcare 
Edward Morton, Principal and 
Managing Director of Wasmer & 
Schroeder, Co. 
01/10/2013 – 01/06/2020 Finance  
Brian Lamb, Executive 03/29/2019 – 01/06/2026 Finance 
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Table 1 continued 
Board Member  
and professional title 
Term  Industry 
Steven Scott, Physician, Chairman 03/29/2019 – 01/06/2026 Medicine and Finance 
Norman D. Tripp, Chairman Emeritus  03/08/2013 – 01/06/2020 Legal, business development  
Eric Silagy, CEO 03/29/2019 – 01/06/2026 Energy 
Kent Stermon 03/29/2019 – 01/06/2026 Military Business 
Zenani D. Johnson  06/01/2019 – 05/31/2019 Student Representative 
Source: Florida Board of Governors, 2019 
The Board is intimately involved at the fiduciary, academic, and administrative levels 
within the Florida system.  The four major responsibilities of most boards, including the Board 
of Governors, is as follows: 
1. Data collection and dissemination.  
2. Determines the budget for the State University System of Florida.  
3. Approves new academic programs as well as continuation of existing academic 
programs.  
4. Assists with inter-school collaborations.  
At the macro-level, the Board of Governors seeks to ensure that new programs and 
curriculum are appropriate within specific academic programs. The Board of Governors also 
sets the strategic goals and direction of the system.  This is one of their major responsibilities.  
They also serve as an intermediary between the myriad education sectors within the state 
including the K-12 system, state colleges and the labor and workforce entities. Additionally, the 
Board of Governors defines the distinctive university missions of the universities, which 
comprise the State University System of Florida (Florida Board of Governors, 2015).  
The connection between the Board of Governors and state universities are individual 
university Boards of Trustees. Each of the state’s 12 universities has a Board of Trustees.  The 
 14 
trustee system was implemented to manage cost-saving, effectiveness, and budgetary control.  
The trustees are also charged with ensuring high-quality academic programs align with the 
mission of the university. Trustees approve changes to the university academic programs if 
warranted by state regulations.  Board composition, like the Board of Governors, is political in 
nature. The Governor appoints five members, the Board of Governors appoints six members and 
the remaining two members are the chairs of the faculty senate and president of the student 
government.  The Florida Senate has final approval of all Trustee candidates (Florida Board of 
Governors, 2015).  
The Evolution of Performance Based Funding in Florida 
The first bill specific to performance-based funding in Florida was the Government 
Performance and Accountability Act.  The act passed in 1994 (State of Florida Government 
Performance and Accountability Act, 1994).  When originally passed, the bill did not include 
evaluative or metrics for funding allocation. The Act was not designed for the state university 
system.  It was designed for the state’s community colleges and was widely supported by the 
Governor, state house, state senate, and community college leaders.  However, the support of the 
policy did not extend to Florida public universities (Hanna, 2014).  Four-year colleges and 
universities were never included in the bill or the implementation, although it was originally 
intended for them to be included in the initial implementation round.    
Due to the lack of evaluative metrics or formula for allocating the funds, the 1996 
legislature passed the Performance Incentive Funding Program and allocated $12 million to the 
state’s community colleges.  The community colleges were funded at the end of the academic 
year.  The specific funding amount was based on three indicator groups.  The first five million 
dollars were allocated strictly based upon the number of students who earned an associate’s 
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degree or graduated from a certificate program.  The second five million dollars were allocated 
based upon demographic and socio-economic indicators. More specifically, colleges would 
receive a portion of the five million dollars based upon the number of students dealing with 
various factors, such as English as a second language (ESL) students, disadvantaged or 
economically challenged students, disabled students, students who secured a job after graduation, 
and students who completed a certificate program and went on to pass a state licensing exam.  
The final two million dollars were allocated based upon the number of students who completed 
an associate degree program with less than 72 credit hours.  In Florida, a student is required to 
have 60 credit hours to earn an associate degree (Wright et al., 2002, pp.144-145).  
The Workforce Development Education Fund (WDEF) passed both the Florida House 
and Senate in 1997 (Laws of Florida, ch. 93-307, SB1688).  Again, this early initiative did not 
apply to the state’s four-year universities or colleges.  The WDEF as well as supplementary 
funding allocation bills only applied to the state’s community colleges and vocational centers 
operated by the individual school districts in Florida.  The program was funded during the 1997-
1998 and the 2001-2002 legislative sessions.  The WDEF has not been funded since the 2002 
legislative session.  The funding accounted for approximately six percent of the state’s 
community college funding.  An additional 15% was withheld annually from all schools, even if 
they met the evaluative metrics.  If a college wanted to receive this additional allocation, it would 
have to meet two additional metrics.  The first metric was specific to adults from disadvantaged 
communities, adults with disabilities and adults who were receiving welfare or state TANIFF 
funds.  The second metric was related to the number of students whom following graduation held 
a job in a high-earning field (Bell, 2005, Florida State Board for Community Colleges, 1998, 
2000). 
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The Modern Florida Performance Based Funding Model 
The modern performance-based funding legislation began with the formation of the 
Florida Board of Governors in 2002, following the Constitutional vote by citizens.  However, 
performance-based funding in the modern era formally began between 2010 – 2012 when the 
Board of Governors developed the Three Part Accountability Framework, the framework 
demonstrated the need for Annual Accountability Reports to track University progress which 
tracked performance on key metrics.  The System Wide Strategic Plan, which provides long term 
planning for the entire state university system and university work plan, providing a short-term 
plan of action to cover the next three years for each university in the system. Following the 
release of the framework, on September 25, 2012, The Board of Governors voted to seek funding 
for the State University System based upon performance (Florida Senate Presentation, 2013).  
On May 3, 2013 Florida Senate Bill 1076 – Career and Professional Education Act pass and 
became effective on July 1, 2013 (Florida Senate Bill 1076, 2013). On October 9, 2013, 
performance funding released $20 million tied to three specific metrics: 
1. Percent of Bachelor’s graduates employed and/or continuing their education further one 
year after graduation. 
2. Median average of full-time wages of undergraduates employed in Florida one year after 
graduation. 
3. Average cost per undergraduate to the Institution. 
The modern performance-based funding model and metrics were approved by the Florida 
Board of Governors on January 16, 2014. It is important to note this is not the same model which 
originally applied to Florida Colleges but was not authorized following the 2008 legislative 
session.  The vote took place a few months before the Florida Legislative session, which lasts 
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two months annually.  The legislature determines the final budget amount of the State University 
System.  The performance-based funding model is guided by four principles: 
1. Use metrics that align with the state’s highest goals; 
2. Reward excellence or improvement;  
3. Have a few clear, simple metrics; 
4. Acknowledge the unique mission of each institution.  
Governor Rick Scott signed the performance-based funding model into law on April 14, 
2016.  Florida Statue 1008.46 defines the state accountability process (State University System 
of Florida Board of Governors, News Center, 2016).  Additionally, it defines the core 
components of performance-based funding and the principles, which the model must follow 
(Assessment and Accountability, State University Accountability Process, 2014).  With the 
passage, there was an addition to include wage threshold value of Bachelor’s degrees.  At the 
January 2016 meeting, the Board set the measurable wage minimum at $25,000 (State University 
System of Florida Board of Governors, News Center, 2016). 
In the original Annual Accountability Report, there were 40 metrics. The Board of 
Governors ultimately chose ten metrics to measure. To compile the ten metrics, the Board 
selected three, which were identified in the 2013 Florida General Appropriations Act.  Five were 
identified based upon the 2015 Board of Governor Strategic Plan Initiatives.  The final two 
metrics were chosen by the board to be choice metrics. (Board of Governors, Questions and 
Answers, 2018) Since 2012, the Florida Board of Governors has altered the metrics at their 
annual workshop. The workshop occurs in October of each year and is voted on in November, 
and the changes are effective the following June.  The performance-based funding scoring and 
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allocations take place take place in June of each year.  Appendix A details the 10 performance-
based funding metrics as of August 1, 2019. 
There are two funding levels interwoven into state funding in Florida, new and base 
funding.  The model awards points to universities based upon the universities’ reports on the ten 
metrics within the performance-based funding model.  The 2014-2015 academic year was the 
first time when universities in the state system had to report on the ten metrics.  For the first two 
academic years of implementation (2014 -2015 and 2015 – 2016), a university had to score 26 
points to avoid being in the bottom three of all universities. The point system changed with the 
2016-2017 academic year when universities had to score at least 51 points and not be in the 
bottom three to be eligible for funding.   Table 2 details the adopted changes in the Florida 
system. 
Table 2 
Florida Performance Based Funding Metric Changes FY2013-2014 through FY2019-2020 
 
Allocation Fiscal year FY2013-14 FY2014-15 FY2015-16 FY2016-17 FY2017-18 FY2018-19 FY2019-20 
1 % Enrolled or 
Employed FT in 
FL 
AY2010-11 AY2011-12      
% Enrolled or 
Employed FT in 
US 
  AY2012-13 AY2013-14    
% Enrolled or 
Employed 
($25,000+) in US 
    AY2014-15 AY2015-16 AY2016-17 
2 Median FT wage 
in FL 
AY2010-11 AY2011-12 AY2012-13 AY2013-14    
Median FT wage 
in US 
    AY2014-15 AY2015-16 AY2016-17 
3 Cost of Bachelor’s 
to the institution 
FY2008-12 FY2009-13 FY2010-14 FY2011-15    
Cost of Bachelor’s 
to the student 
    AY2015-16 AY2016-17 AY2017-18 
4 FTIC 6yr grad rate 
(FT & PT) 
 2007-13 2008-14 2009-15 2010-16   
FTIC 4yr grad rate 
(FT&PT) 
     2013-17 2014-18 
5 Academic 
Progress Rate 
 Fall 2012 Fall 2013 Fall 2014 Fall 2015 Fall 2016 Fall 2017 
6 % Bachelor’s PSE 
degree 
 AY2012-13 AY2013-14 AY2014-15 AY2015-16 AY2016-17 AY2017-18 
7 Access rate  Fall 2012 Fall 2013 Fall 2014 Fall 2015 Fall 2016 Fall 2017 
8 % Graduate PSE 
Degrees 
 AY2012-13 AY2013-14 AY2014-15 AY2015-16 AY2016-17 AY2017-18 
Source: (Florida Board of Governors Information Sheet, 2018) 
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During the November 2018 Board of Governors meeting, there were alterations made to 
the performance-based funding allocation method, including the elimination of the bottom three 
rule.  With this vote the following changes were made to the allocation system.  Prior to 
November 2016, the 12 universities, which comprise the State University System were subject to 
the following point system.  If the university scored in the bottom three according to the point 
system, the university would not receive any performance-based funding.  Furthermore, it would 
receive a one percent reduction in its base funding and up to a three percent reduction by the 
second year (The State University System of Florida Board of Governors, News Center, 2014).  
In addition, all universities are required to put in one percent of their base state funding into one 
fund.  When the points were tabulated, the universities in the bottom three lost the one percent of 
the amount they placed into the fund while the universities in the top three would split the one 
percent from the bottom three.  
If a university increased its overall score from the previous year the school would receive 
all of its state investment allocation.  If a university’s score decreased only one year, it would 
receive all of its state investment allocation. If a university’s score decreased or if it was the 
same for two years in a row, it still would have received all of the state investment allocations, 
but only after it completed and presented a student success plan.  If the student success plan is 
approved, the university may receive up to 50% of its state investment allocation in either 
August or September of the academic year.  If and when the goals of the student success plan are 
met and approved by the Board of Governors, the school may receive the remaining 50% six 
months after the plan is approved.  During the 2021-2022 appropriation year, those universities 
scoring less than 70 points might receive up to 50% of its state investment allocation after 
completing and presenting a student success plan.  However, the Board of Governors must 
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approve the plan.  With the plan’s approval, the university might receive up to 25% of its state 
investment allocation in August or September of the academic year.  If and when the goals of the 
student success plan are achieved, the university might receive the remaining 50% of its state 
investment allocation six months after the student success plan is submitted in March of the 
academic year.  Additionally, the Board voted to allocate all state funds not allocated using the 
point system to the top three scoring universities (Florida Board of Governors, 2018).  Figure 2 
details the base funding and “new” performance-based funding for the 2013-2014 through the 
2017-2018 academic years. Table 3 on page 21 details the funding for each of the universities in 
the state system, with the exception of Florida Polytechnic University. 
 
Figure 2. Base and Performance Based Funding Levels 2013-2018 
Source: (Florida Board of Governors, 2019). 
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Table 3 
Florida Board of Governors Performance Based Funding Allocation 2019-2020 
 
University  
2018 
Scores 
2019 
Scores 
Allocation of 
State 
Investment 
Allocation of 
Institutional 
Investment 
Total 
Performance-
Based Funding 
Allocation 
FAMU 72 70 $13,750,113  $15,306,730  $29,056,843  
FAU 84 86 $20,517,518  $22,840,256  $43,357,774  
FGCU 75 81 $10,895,127  $12,128,538  $23,023,665  
FIU 90 87 $30,459,667  $33,907,930  $64,367,597  
FSU 86 88 $42,084,561  $46,848,851  $88,933,412  
NCF 75 67 $3,945,308  $4,391,947  $8,337,255  
UCF 77 88 $36,760,351  $40,921,901  $77,682,252  
UF 93 95 $47,282,102  $52,634,792  $99,916,894  
UNF 68 78 $12,358,238  $13,757,283  $26,115,521  
USF 86 92 $36,504,867  $40,637,494  $77,142,361  
UWF 86 94 $10,442,148  $11,624,278  $22,066,426  
Total      $265,000,000  $295,000,000  $560,000,000  
Source: (Florida Board of Governors, 2019) 
Preeminence Funding 
Preeminence funding, like all new funding, is contingent upon approval from the Florida 
Legislature.  While not a metric officially measured in performance-based funding, Preeminence 
funding was written into law in 2013 (University of South Florida News Center, 2018).  
Preeminence differs from performance-based funding, as it is rooted in Florida State Statute   
1001.7065 titled: Preeminent State research universities program.  The statute sets forth 12 
metrics a university in the system must achieve to be considered preeminent.  Appendix B details 
the preeminence metrics as of September 15, 2019.  In Chapter Five, the updated metrics are 
defined.  
To be designated as a preeminent state research university, a university must annually 
meet 11 of the 12 academic and research standards.  The first two universities to achieve 
Preeminence were Florida State University and The University of Florida.  Each preeminent 
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university submits a five-year benchmark plan with target rankings on key-metrics for national 
excellence.  Once approved and once the university meets its benchmark goals annually, the 
Board of Governors will award the university its proportionate share of the funds provided 
annually to support the university.   
To be named as an emerging preeminent state research university, a university must meet 
at least six of the 12 of the academic and research excellence standards.  Upon designation as an 
emerging preeminent state research university, the university must submit a five-year benchmark 
plan to the Board of Governors.  Once approved and once the university meets the benchmark 
plan, it will receive a proportionate share of any funds. Currently, the share is equal to one-fourth 
of the total increased amount awarded to each of the two preeminent universities.  Once meeting 
these standards, a University will be designated as a Preeminent University; however, it must 
meet 11 of the standards in a subsequent academic year (Preeminent State Research University 
Program, 2013).  In 2016, The University of South Florida was the first University to be named 
“Emerging Preeminent State Research University.”   On June 28, 2018, the University of South 
Florida was certified by the Board of Governors State University System as a preeminent 
research university.  
To better understand the political underpinning of performance-based funding, it is 
essential to evaluate the methods of analysis inherent to the policy trend.  The Florida 
performance-based funding program measures 10 quantitative metrics. The utilization of purely 
quantitative data to measure education is contradictory to the concepts and principals of a post-
positivism theoretical perspective of public policy and educational research (Fischer, 1998).  
Hillman (2014) conducted a study on the effects of performance-based funding on student 
outcomes and the evaluative measures used in the State University System of Florida 
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performance-based funding policies; the study’s findings show there are inherent flaws.  The 
measure of degree attainment is limited and only includes a specific cohort of students.  It 
ignores transfer students, students who enroll in a course at any other university, students who do 
not graduate within six years of their first enrolled semester and students who enter a university 
in either the summer or spring semesters. Critics of performance-based funding further site 
concern for academic quality and rigor, university stability and standards (Kyllonen, 2012; 
Hillman, 2014 & Tandberg, & Gross, 2014). 
Significance of the Study 
As legislators and political factors evolve, there is a need to evaluate the historical 
evolution and critical factors of performance-based funding.  While there are studies focused on 
the implementation and analysis of the policy, there are limited studies into the historical 
evolution of the policy and the critical factors, which led to its implementation. Universities have 
varied strategic responses to performance-based funding; however, they are responsible and 
partially dependent upon the measures and policy language.  Furthermore, as noted by 
Richardson, (1999), the literature specific to state governance and higher education is limited to 
issues which focused on the differences between coordination and governance, and the extent to 
which each influences or impacts institutional autonomy (Richardson, 1999).  Whereas, Wellman 
(2006) noted the majority of literature on college and university governance is focused on 
structure and organizational issues, which too often, spend unnecessary time on the different 
actors involved in governance.  In addition, the literature tends to be more descriptive than 
normative and too often brings its focus to the structure of how state government and institutions 
should function.    Others even noted the agreement among authors regarding the “messiness” of 
public higher education.  This further supports the need for universities to alter their business 
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operations, administration, and even student success initiatives to respond to performance-based 
funding (Wellman, 2006).   
Overview of Research Design 
This study applied a non-emergent qualitative research design. There are various 
frameworks specifically designed to research higher education public policy. Other researchers 
including Dogherty et. al. (2014), utilized three different frameworks to research performance- 
based funding adoption in six states (Dogherty et. al., 2014).  However, the data collection 
methods are aligned with a case study method and not document analysis.  Car (2012) and 
Mullin (2011) employed case studies and interviews to research performance-based funding on 
the national level.  There is a gap of knowledge on the critical factors, which led to the 
implementation of the policy specific to the Florida system (Dar, 2012 & Mullin, 2011).  
Therefore, I utilized document analysis and interviews in conjunction with Kingdon’s (2011) 
public policy frameworks designed to analyze public policy historically in the context of critical 
issues, trends, and factors, which potentially influenced the adoption and implementation of 
public policies. Kingdon defined three streams that work independently to guide policy 
decisions.  The three streams are the problem stream, the political stream and the policy stream.  
Collectively, these three streams set the policy agenda. 
Specifically, I collected and analyzed primary documents on-line as well as from the state 
library.  To conduct this study, I specifically began with Florida State House and the Florida 
Senate performance-based funding legislation, including amendments to Florida Statues specific 
to the Board of Regents and the Board of Governors, as well as Higher Education committee 
meeting agendas and minutes.  To gain a deeper understanding of the critical factors, I collected 
and analyzed secondary documents and source materials including news articles specific to 
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performance-based funding. Additionally, I reviewed pertinent legislation, agendas, and policies 
to provide the historical evolution of legislation as well as the implementation of performance-
based funding.  Finally, more in-depth analysis of the reasoning and thought processes of the 
individuals involved in the policy development presented insight into the individual and political 
interests which are inherent in policy adoption and implementation.  The findings are helpful in 
evaluating and analyzing the critical factors, which led to the implementation of the policy.  
Additionally, the critical factors contribute to an analysis of the political interests of the varied 
stakeholders involved in the identification, development, passage, and implementation of 
performance-based funding in the State University System of Florida.  
Definition of Terms 
 The following terms are essential to understanding this research study: 
Performance-based funding - a method of financing public education institutions based on 
outcomes such as retention, course and degree completion, and job placement, not on inputs such 
as enrollment (Dougherty, Natow, Bork, Jones, & Vega, 2013). 
Florida Local Boards of Trustees - Each local constituent university shall be administered by a 
board of trustees consisting of thirteen members dedicated to the purposes of the state university 
system. The board of governors shall establish the powers and duties of the boards of trustees. 
The board of trustees shall consist of six citizen members appointed by the governor and five 
citizen members appointed by the board of governors. The appointed members shall be 
confirmed by the senate and serve staggered terms of five years as provided by law. The chair of 
the faculty senate, or the equivalent, and the president of the student body of the university shall 
also be members (Florida Constitution, Amended, 2002). 
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The Florida Board of Governors – the constitutional body created by voters in 2002 to oversee 
the state’s 12 public universities working to build on these institutions’ individual strengths and 
unique missions as each one claims its rightful place on the national and international stage 
(Florida Board of Governors Strategic Plan - 2025, 2016). 
Florida State University Performance Funding Model - The Performance Funding Model 
includes ten metrics that evaluate institutions on a range of issues. Two of the ten metrics are 
Choice metrics, one picked by the Board, and one by the university boards of trustees. These 
metrics were chosen after reviewing over 40 metrics identified in the University Work Plans 
(Florida Board of Governors, 2018) 
Mission of the State University System of Florida - Provide undergraduate, graduate and 
professional education, research, and public service of the highest quality through a coordinated 
system of institutions of higher learning, each with its own mission and collectively dedicated to 
serving the needs of a diverse state and global society (Florida Board of Governors Strategic 
Plan - 2025, 2016).  
State Governance – The combination of governmental and institutional structures responsible for 
oversight of postsecondary education in a state (Wellman, 2016 pg. 51) 
State System of Higher Education – the public and private postsecondary institutions within a 
state as well as the arrangements for regulating, coordinating, and funding them (Richardson, 
1999, pg. 2) 
Consolidated Governing Board – A single governing board that has legal management and 
control responsibilities for all public four-year institutions (Richardson, 1999 pg. 3). 
Planning Agencies – An organization with a lack of authority that extends beyond voluntary 
planning and convening of higher education (Richardson, 1999, pg. 3). 
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Coordinating Governing Board – A a single agency other than a governing board that has 
responsibility for some or all nine functions (planning, policy, leadership, policy analysis, 
mission definition, academic program review, budgetary processes, student financial assistance, 
accountability system, and institutional authorization (Richardson, 1999, pg. 3). 
Governing Board – a board that manages the affairs of an institution or of a higher education 
system (Richardson, 1999). The Association of Governing Board further details “boards broadly 
defines the educational mission of the institution, generally determines the types of academic 
programs the institution shall offer to students, and is ultimately accountable for the quality of 
the learning experience” (AGB Website, 2019). 
Role of the Researcher 
As with qualitative research methods, this study values and respects the role of the 
researcher and the study participants, specifically those who participate in interviews.  The 
researcher’s perspectives influence the research experience and the overall outcome of the 
inquiry (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). All inquiry has the capacity to influence an individual or a 
social group.  This study’s inquiry seeks to enhance the values and ethics-based issues.  The 
inquiry will be truthful and, while there is even the slightest potential for harm, it will be done 
with the goal of protecting the research participants or objects from any sort of emotional, 
physical, and or personal harm.  All research was conducted ethically, with the intent of 
providing workable solutions and opportunities for higher education leaders in Florida to 
understand the complexities associated with public policy analysis.   
 As a professional in higher education, I bring a unique background, which aids in my 
ability to research performance-based funding in the State University System of Florida.  My 
Bachelor’s degree is in interdisciplinary social sciences, with a core in political science and 
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policy analysis.  My Master’s degree is in human services with a specialization in organizational 
management and leadership.  As a doctoral student, my research has focused on how public 
policy and higher education work together to support student success.  Additional research 
concentrates on how university administrators work within the political frame and use their 
individual and institutional influence to increase resources and opportunities for their 
stakeholders.  With experience in politics, development, and higher education, my background 
was specifically suited to conduct an analysis of the political and policy processes associated 
with the adoption, implementation, and evolution of performance-based funding in the State 
University System of Florida.  I bring forth a desire to increase the body of knowledge specific to 
performance based funding as an educational public policy.  
Prior to enrolling in the Ph.D. program, I spent more than ten-years in the political arena.  
As a former political statistician, fundraiser, and director of voter turnout, I was privy to 
background and initial conversations, which afforded me more in-depth personal knowledge 
about the policy and the public officials who were at the center of the performance-based 
funding legislation and implementation.  I worked on Democratic campaigns at the local, state, 
and federal levels.  All of the candidates were strong opponents of performance-based funding as 
it was in the State University System of Florida.  Yet, many supported the first implementation 
of performance-based funding specific to community colleges.  Their support ended when the 
policy was amended, abandoned, and then reauthorized for the State University System of 
Florida.  This does not mean they were against accountability, but as the left-and-right side of the 
political spectrum evolved, so too has performance-based funding.  On one occasion I worked 
for a Republican candidate, who was a top proponent of performance-based funding.  In 
addition, I spent multiple years as a development officer at an academic medical center at the 
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University of South Florida, one of the 12 universities that comprise the State University System 
of Florida.  During my tenure in this position, I was instrumental in raising funds to support 
students and research and scholarship; all were negatively impacted by the adoption and 
implementation of performance-based funding in its current form.  Due to performance-based 
funding, my previous fundraising goals were tripled on an annual basis, as there were fewer 
funds available to support programs or initiatives not included in performance-based funding 
metrics adopted by the Board of Governors in 2012. 
 
Organization of the Study 
Chapter One provides an overview of the research questions, study design, significance, 
problem, and purpose.  Chapter Two contains an overview of the literature and details the history 
of nationally and then, more specifically, the Florida performance-based funding policies.  In 
Chapter Three, the study design and data collection methods are defined as is researcher bias and 
limitations. Chapter Four details the data collected and the analysis of the data.  Finally, Chapter 
Five provides details on additional research and ways to utilize what has been learned in this 
study. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
The focus of this historical qualitative analysis, as stated previously, is to gain a deeper 
understanding of the critical factors in the development of performance-based funding in the 
State University System of Florida.  To begin answering the research questions defined in 
Chapter One, the literature review focuses on the following themes:  the historical relationship of 
the federal government and higher education, Florida government and how the state influences 
higher education, the historical evolution of performance-based funding nationally, the evolution 
of performance-based funding in Florida; and the theoretical framework, which guided my 
research method, historical qualitative analysis. Following this initial search, I expanded my 
research to include higher education systems and governance, as well as how the influence of 
higher education as a public good influenced performance-based funding. 
Performance-based funding policies have become more popular in the past thirty years.  
As of March 2014, the National Conference of State Legislatures reported 30 states voted to 
approve or were in the process of approving performance-based funding legislation (National 
Conference of State Legislatures, 2014).  As of December 2017, 35 states had either adopted or 
enacted a performance-based funding model for the state’s higher education system (Fain, 2017). 
This trend is not likely to disappear, as there is an additional emphasis on accountability at the 
federal level. 
To gain a thorough understanding of the historical evolution of performance-based 
funding in Florida, my inquiry began with a complex review of how performance-based funding 
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evolved on a national level. However, as presented in Chapter One, the focus of this dissertation 
is Florida’s political and system implementation of performance-based funding. To answer the 
two research questions, I conducted an historical qualitative analysis in order to gain a greater 
depth of knowledge related to the critical factors, policy development and the stakeholders 
instrumental in the adoption of performance-based funding in Florida beginning with the 1996 
legislative session, the session when performance-based funding was adopted by the Florida 
legislature. My research design and data gathering methods directly align with my two research 
questions.   
1. How has performance-based funding evolved as a funding mechanism for public four-
year universities in Florida, which comprise the State University System?  
2. What were the critical factors which influenced the passage, adoption, and 
implementation of the higher education performance-based funding policy in Florida? 
I analyzed previously published peer reviewed research, academic journals, books, 
dissertations and periodicals on-line at the Arizona State University Library and the University 
of South Florida Library.  My initial search focused on literature specific to federal higher 
education policy adoption, state of Florida higher education policy adoption and implementation, 
federal and state of Florida higher education historical funding data, performance-based funding 
in a historical context, performance based funding in other states, the implementation of 
performance based funding in Florida and states across the nation, performance-based funding 
metrics in Florida, qualitative research methods specific to public policy, as well as the 
conceptual and the theoretical frameworks central to higher education policy analysis.  
Following this initial search, there was a quintessential piece missing, the analysis of higher 
education systems and governance, as well as higher education as a public good.  
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Educational policy analysis is complex due to the multiple layers of federal and/or state 
laws and regulations, which may influence higher education funding, accreditation, and research 
focus (Merriam & Simpson, 1995). Federal and state higher education public policy is slow to 
change.  However, most recently, there have been amendments and votes on the state and federal 
levels to alter the higher education act and state performance-based funding regulations. One 
such policy is performance-based funding, which was first adopted in Tennessee in 1979 
(Dougherty, Natow, Bork, Jones, & Vega, 2013).  To conduct this study, I sought a deeper 
theoretical understanding of federal and state higher education policy development and analysis.  
Stakeholders play a unique role in policy development, adoption, funding, and analysis.   
According to Kingdon (2011), policy stakeholders are referred to as policy actors who identify 
the problem which needs to be addressed by policy measures.  Additionally, these stakeholders 
perform formal and informal roles in policy development, adoption and implementation 
(Kingdon, 2011). 
The Historical Context of Public Policy and Higher Education  
Numerous scholars, educators, and public administrators have sought to deepen the 
breadth of knowledge related to higher education behaviors specific to policy, budgetary and 
financial issues (Bowen & Tobin, 2015; Fain, 2017; Toutkoushian & Paulsen, 2016). There are 
numerous contributions of federal and state governments in higher education. Government and 
other policy influencers have used their political acumen to influence and yield power within 
higher education since the passage of the Morrill Act of 1862.  The Act established the nation’s 
network of land grant colleges (Alpervovitz, Dubb, & Howard, 2008).  Senator Morrill 
summarized the aim of Morrill Land-Grant Act of 1862: 
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“The fundamental idea was to offer an opportunity in every state for a liberal and larger 
education to larger numbers, not merely to those destined for secondary professions, but 
to those much needing higher instruction for the world’s business, for the industrial 
pursuits and profession of life.” (Trustees of the University of Vermont and State 
Agricultural College, 1890, p. 11)  
In 1952, the federal government made an additional financial investment in higher 
education with the Government Issue Bill (GI Bill) (Thelin, 2011).  The main intention of the GI 
bill was to provide financial assistance, education and training for returning military and to keep 
the returning military from clogging the unemployment lines (Van Dyke, 1949). Further 
legislation including the Higher Education Act of 1965, influenced higher education.  The 
Higher Education Act through Title IV afforded greater access to Americans with financial 
burdens.   
The Act also provided the framework for the accreditation process (American Council on 
Education, 2012).  The Higher Education Act and all revisions represent one of the clearest 
examples of policy influence within higher education, specifically curriculum (Kliebard, 2004).  
The support and importance of the curriculum in the Act are clear and included a funding 
mechanism to improve academic programs.  Section 304 of the Higher Education Act allocates 
funds for collaborative grants to support the development of curriculum related to new academic 
programs (Higher Education Act, 1965).   
Higher Education Systems  
According to the National Association of System Heads (NASH) (2011) there are 51 
multi-campus systems, which operate in 38 states in the United States.  In the 2011 academic 
year they represented more than six million students, which equated to approximately 30% of all 
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postsecondary students in the United States (NASH, 2011). Higher education, like any other 
entity, is structured differently depending upon the state in which the higher education 
institutions operate.  Researching the systems definition, components, their evolution and 
processes inherent to the varied systems will enhance the understanding of the varied systems.   
Understanding these systems is an integral component of understanding higher education as a 
whole.  More specifically, it is important to research the various systems, as the type of state 
higher education system will impact the individual universities’ operations, funding, governance 
and structures. Furthermore, in order to understand how performance base funding evolves, it is 
imperative to analyze the state systems and higher education governance in the state as well as 
the trends within state systems.   
There is an additional need to focus on the systems in which universities operate.  Certain 
researchers support the theory that system studies are sparse and sporadic (Lane, 2013).  
Furthermore, there is little doubt around the importance of studying higher education systems in 
a study focused on the adoption, evolution, and implementation of higher education public 
policy.  State higher education research should include a focus on systems supported by 
including research on the linkages between higher education systems, institutions and the 
policies connected to both. As previously stated, varied definitions of systems and their functions 
exist.  Along with the varied definitions, there are theorists from different schools of thought 
which differ on the systems function; for example, many organizational theorists have indicated 
systems are boundary spanners (Scott & Davis, 2007).  Systems are also an integral component 
of the dance between higher education and state elected officials and policy leaders.  Therefore, a 
review of the literature specific to systems and the Florida system was pertinent to this study in 
order to fully analyze the evolution of performance-based funding in the State University System 
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of Florida.  Richardson et al. (1999), defined a State Higher education System as “one that 
should include public and private postsecondary institutions within a state as well as the 
arrangements for regulation, coordination, and funding them” (pp. 1-2). 
In order to understand the varied state higher education systems there needs to be an 
evaluation of the different forms of governance which is used by states. There are varied 
definitions of higher education systems. One is defined by Richardson, who provided definitions 
of the varied forms of state or system higher education boards. In contrast to Richardson, who 
defined three forms of multi-campus systems: segmented, unified and federal, Lane (2013) 
theorized there are generally two forms of multi-campus systems: segmented and comprehensive 
(p. 3).  In addition, Lane utilized the system definition developed by the National Association of 
Stem Heads (NASH, 2011). 
“A public higher education system is a group of two or more colleges or universities, 
each having substantial autonomy and headed by a chief executive or operating officer, 
all under a single governing board which is served by a system chief executive officer 
who is not also the chief executive officer of any of the system’s institutions” (p.8). 
According to Richardson (1999), the main forms of governance boards are: consolidated 
governing boards, coordinating boards, and planning boards.  All have components, which 
determine their roles of influence as well as hints at the level of autonomy for the higher 
education institutions within the systems.  Consolidated governing boards traditionally operate as 
a singular governing board with legal management and control responsibilities for all public 
institutions within the state.  As of 1999, 24 states had this form of board.  Nine also include 
community and technical colleges on the same board.  Fifteen of these states, including Florida 
have a separate statewide board’s specific to community colleges. States with a coordinating 
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board have a single agency other than a governing board that has responsibility for some or all of 
the nine basic board functions: planning, policy leadership, policy analysis, mission definition, 
academic program review, and institutional authorization (Richards, 1999).  Twenty-four states 
have coordinating boards, 21 of which have regulatory authority and the remaining states, 
including California, also having advisory authority.   States with coordinating boards are more 
likely than those with consolidated boards to recognize and incorporate private higher education 
in their policy and planning process. Finally, states may have planning boards as their form of 
governance. State systems that have planning boards have no organization with authority that 
extends beyond the voluntary planning and convening of higher education.  The only states with 
planning agencies are Michigan and Delaware.  In addition, some state systems have a board that 
maintains some responsibility for all levels of education in the state.  These states operate under 
one board for k-12 and higher education. 
In addition to different forms of governance, there is literature to support some of the 
board governance systems as well as the level of autonomy which is inherent to each of the 
varied governance board structures. There is not a consensus on which structure is the most 
effective.  Moos and Rourke (1959), argued that institutions require autonomy and that only 
strong, independent lay boards will insulate public institutions from political intrusion and 
inappropriate budget controls, whereas Glenny (1959) suggested greater state-level planning and 
coordination within higher education systems.  Furthermore, voluntary coordination often leads 
to domination by the oldest and largest institutions while failing to provide adequate 
representation of the public interest or for effective coordination of a large and increasing 
number of institutions.  Berdahl (1971) provided a different view and offered the idea that state 
agencies are preferable to politicians in resolving such issues which are academic in nature, such 
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as the approval of new degree programs and new satellite campuses of current state institutions.  
Finally, Kerr and Gade (1989) warned of a drift in public higher education toward consolidation 
and control and away from the forms of competition and autonomy that characterize trends in 
American economic policy (Richardson et al., 1999). 
The evolution of state governance in the 20th century. 
 
At the turn of the century there were very few higher education institutions in the United 
States.  The majority of higher education institutions were private.  The majority of society had 
little if any post-K-12 experience and even fewer had a college degree. The limited number of 
public institutions were protected and financially supported by the state government.  However, 
they were isolated from each other and operated without state systems as they do today. There 
were two major developments which impinged on this isolation.  First, higher education became 
more complex and more expensive enterprise due to the increase in the number of students.  
State universities were faced with variable growth.  Second, state government in its pure form 
became more complex as the population in states grew.  With growth there were additional needs 
placed upon state governments and higher education systems with limited resources. With 
growth there were increased demands placed upon new legislative systems to meet the needs of 
an expanding and diversified population (Richardson et al, 1999).  
Florida was the first state to establish a statewide governing board in 1905. By 1932, 
eleven states adopted state wide governing boards.  Oklahoma was the first to create a state-wide 
coordinating board in 1941.  As the United States saw soldiers returning home from WWII, there 
was a trend towards increasing statewide oversight and governance of higher education.  At the 
time, state education systems utilized consolidated, coordinating and planning boards to operate 
and address the challenges associated with this growth.  However, not one form was preferred 
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over the other. The mass influx of students following the war was not something for which any 
state was fully prepared.  It represented a shift in workforce and college usage (Richardson et al, 
1999). 
1950-1980 
 
The federal government would address these societal and economic challenges by passing 
legislation in advance of and during the period 1950 to 1980.  The first change was the increased 
demand for higher education following the passage of the GI Bill.  The second major change was 
the importance and value of scientific research.  Following WWII, the United States federal 
government wanted to maintain the United States’ role in advancing scientific research and 
discoveries.  As with steady growth and limited resources, this period also brought forth changes 
in state governance specific to higher education.  States adopted more consolidated and 
coordinating boards.  An example of this growth was in 1940 when the majority of states did not 
have some form of a higher education system. By 1976 all but one state had some form of a 
formal system that conducted some or all of the nine key functions of a system board. During 
this period, there was also a dramatic shift in higher education institutions.  In the 1940s 
approximately 70% of public campuses had their own form of governing board.  By the 1970s 
approximately 30% of public universities had independent boards within the system.  One of the 
policy changes, which occurred during this period was states which ran what the systems defined 
as coordinating boards who initially only served in advisory roles were given regulatory 
authority over budget issues, new campuses and academic programs.  However, the verbiage of a 
coordinating board was not the same definition that is most commonly used today.  At the same 
time as this significant growth, the Higher Education Act was amended in 1972.  One of the new 
requirements of the Act was for states to establish planning commissions to address the growth 
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and new governance issues related to higher education systems.  In addition to planning 
commissions, there was also an increase in the number of higher education subsystems.  
According to Richardson et al., (1999), the new subsystems were created during this period for 
three main reasons: 
1. As outgrowths to the establishment of branch campuses of major universities, such as the 
University of South Florida System pre-consolidation.  
2. As a way to govern former normal schools that were traditionally teacher education 
institutions, which had been under the authority of the state boards of education. 
3. As a vehicle for growth.  
1980 to the present. 
 
This period represents one that saw changes in state government which impacted higher 
education.  Richardson et al., (1999) argued policy makers were disillusioned with consolidated 
governing boards because the boards had become advocates of institutions rather than 
representatives of state interests. Additionally, many states broke up their systems or provided 
individual institutions with increased decision-making authority.  During this period, there were 
also charges from national organizations including the Education Commission of the States, in 
1986 and the National Governors Association 1999 for states to hold universities and institutions 
within the state higher education system more accountable for students’ learning. State 
governments adopted and implemented varied regulatory and funding policies including 
performance-based funding.  These policies were also designed to hold states more accountable 
in supporting the goals of the state and its societal goals. There is also an interesting paradox of 
the state policies designed to balance accountability while placing greater emphasis on 
decentralization and deregulation (Mcguiness, 2013).  
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Designing state systems. 
 
Elected officials are charged with designing systems for the traditionally public higher 
education institutions.  While there is a potential for political conflicts, challenges and divided 
priorities; Richardson et al. (1999) suggested elected state leaders have four sets of decisions that 
must be addressed when designing state higher education systems.  
1.  “The decisions about governance structures, and establishing lines of authority and 
accountability between state governments and providers.  
2. Decisions about work processes, defining the responsibility for and characteristics about 
the major university work processes including collecting and disseminating data and 
program information about performance, defining the budgetary framework, allocating 
responsibilities for monitoring program quality and redundancies. 
3. Decisions about missions and dividing responsibilities for achieving higher education 
goals among types of institutions.  
4. Decisions about capacity and determining the availability, quality and location of 
academic programs and services” (p.16) 
In addition to system governance, there are issues to address specific to the structure of state 
government as it relates to higher education systems.  Richardson, et. al. (1999), provided the 
characteristics of three unique systems: segmented, unified and federal. Segmented systems are 
defined by having multiple governing boards responsible for at least one but traditionally more 
institutions. In this system structure, the governing boards and the executive will be charged with 
representing the universities’ interests directly to the states’ elected officials and other 
government staff and leaders during the budget process.  Unified systems have a singular 
governance board that manages and directs all degree-granting higher education institutions in 
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the state.  Unified systems work directly with governors and other state elected officials on 
behalf of the institutions (Richardson et al, 199). One of the key characteristics of the unified 
system is its alignment with the Handy principles of twin citizenship, interdependence, common 
rules and common way of communicating and measuring (Handy, 1992).  The third system, 
federal systems, has a statewide board charged with collecting and distributing information to the 
system institutions, advising on budgetary issues and planning programs for the institutions 
which align with statewide priorities and goals (Richardson, 1999).  Finally, they work with the 
institutions to encourage student articulation (Lane, 2013).  
Influences that shape state higher education system performance. 
 
This section focuses on the issues and mechanisms known to influence and shape state 
systems’ performance. There are key influences, which shape higher education system 
performance.  The performance of the system will likely influence policies, including 
performance-based funding.  While there is not a direct link to state system performance there 
are influences that should be addressed as the performance of the system will impact universities 
within the system as well as individual university performance and sustainability. Richardson et 
al. (1999) researched influences in state higher education performance, and found two main 
influences that impact the state’s system performance.  The first influence is the state’s policy 
climate specifically, the role states employ to balance competing influences of professional value 
and the economic market.  This will often place the elected official in a challenging position. It is 
not always possible or feasible for an elected official to meet their constituents’ needs within the 
confines of the legislative and state financial limitations. There is also the potential for political 
power plays. The second main influence lies in how the system is designed, more specifically, 
the structure, the mechanics, and the modalities of interaction between higher education leaders 
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and elected officials serving in the state government. An additional factor is the interaction 
between state policy staffers and their interaction with the leaders of higher education 
institutions. There are studies noted by Richardson el al. (1999) which specifically address these 
issues (Richardson, 1999). 
A move towards systemness in the modern era. 
 
The new era of higher education systems will present leaders and system leaders with varied 
challenges.  In the modern environment, one of the most important components is systemness. 
Zimpher (2013) implied that for higher education to succeed with the political and fiscal changes 
it must “move beyond their role as allocators, coordinators, and regulators” (pg. 28).  In addition, 
higher education leaders will need to be focused on moving higher education to make a greater 
impact in their communities and societies.  They must be more than simply a budget line item.  
They need to be collaborative and interwoven in their states and communities in which their 
campuses reside. More specifically, Dr. Zimpher suggested as higher education moves towards 
systemness, it needs to find ways to do the following: 
1. “Promote the vibrancy of individual institutions by supporting their unique missions; 
2. Focus on smart growth by coordinating the work of the campus to improve access, 
control costs and enhance productivity across the system; and  
3. Leverage the collective strengths of the institutions to benefit the state and communities 
served by the system,” (pg. 5) 
State higher education systems saw significant growth between the 1960s and 1970s. The 
main reason state higher education systems were designed and implemented was to create a 
method for state governments to have oversight of vastly decentralized public higher education 
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institutions. During this period, there was increased focus to ensure state funds were used to 
benefit the state as well as avoiding academic program duplication (Zimpher, 2013). 
Recommendations for state higher education systems. 
 
There are arguments to support changes within the existing system governance structures.  
One such supporter of changes within existing system governance structures is King, (2013)  
King proposed seven alternative methods and ways of work to research in lieu of the challenges 
state systems are experiencing.  Some of the suggestions were also in progress by state higher 
education systems. The recommendations are as follows: modify or augment the composition of 
the system board to include public and private appointment processes; South Carolina, Delaware 
and Pennsylvania operate in a public-private appointment process.  This board has a combination 
of public and private members to balance the strategic resources and priorities.  Next, create 
individual campus boards under each main system board.  This would allow campuses within the 
multi-campus system to have independent boards that would be able to advocate on behalf of the 
individual campus mission and vision.  The Florida system is similar to this method as each of 
the universities within the Florida System has a board of trustees that advocate on behalf of their 
universities with respect to the Florida Board of Governors. The next recommendation is to 
create private boards with strong advisory roles.  This form of governance would alter the 
method of governance, as well as offer leadership the opportunity to broaden their scope of 
advisors to include those who would not be interested in serving on a public board. Public boards 
must follow governmental rules including open meeting laws and financial disclosure 
requirements. These statutory requirements might turn away potential board members who 
would prefer to participate outside of the public lens.  Another approach is the delegation of 
administrative responsibility within the existing governance structure. However, King (2013) 
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also noted this method of change might not provide system and institution leadership the tools to 
be successful in the modern era. The next approach would be to convert the public university 
system or components of the universities or campuses to private status.  There are endowment 
and potential financial opportunities with this method of change; however, the political 
ramifications may make this change very difficult. In addition, this change would most likely 
impact the university mission or commitment to the public good. The next suggestion would be 
to create public portions of private universities.  One such example is New York, which has 
publicly funded portions of their private universities.  Many of the publicly funded department 
projects and scholarships are often subject-specific.  The final suggestion would be to dissolve 
the system.  This suggestion has political and operational impacts.  Overall, the potential to 
completely change or only change components of the systems would provide potential 
opportunities for universities within the state system to be more fluid.  There is limited research 
on whether these systems would be effective in solving some of the financial or system 
challenges in the modern era. In addition, there is a lack of research on how this would impact 
how public institutions within a state would interact.  There are questions as to how smaller 
public universities and flagship public universities would interact. 
Higher Education Funding 
There is a dichotomy between the state government’s ensuring state resources are being 
used effectively and also serving the individuals who elected them into office.  The pull of 
serving the constituent is ever-present. However, this is a challenging task due to the fiscal 
challenges state higher education systems face.  One such fiscal challenge is the increased health 
care expenses and prison systems expenses, all while states are experiencing a decline in revenue 
from the recession of 2008 (Zumata & Klein, 2011). This dichotomy also translates to the 
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perceived new normal in higher education funding.  More universities are looking to 
dramatically raise their revenue from philanthropic entities, including private individual gifts, 
foundations, and corporations (Tuchman, 2011). In the 1980s and through the 1990s the state of 
Florida had many years of solid funding and the funding was never in question (Doyle & 
Delaney, 2009).  In the 11 years following the recession of 2008, many of the institutions within 
the State University System of Florida have been on the proverbial chopping block. Some state 
institutions have fared better than others, and many of the universities that have done well have 
done so with the support of philanthropic endeavors and community support. This support 
includes multi-billion-dollar fundraising campaigns at the University of South Florida, Florida 
State University, and the University of Florida.   
 Greater emphasis is placed on the institutions’ ability to increase their return on 
investments of all private and public dollars supporting public institutions.  Another component 
is the adoption of different methods to boost funds that are collected from students, including 
program fees, technology fees and other non-tuition specific funds.  As discussed in Capaldi and 
Abbey’s (2011) article on Performance and Education, many universities have raised their tuition 
rates for certain high demand degree programs or degree programs that have a traditionally 
higher potential income post-graduation. 
Higher education funding challenges. 
 
There are additional funding issues to be analyzed specific to higher education. A number 
of states have seen dramatic decreases in property, sales, and generalized local, state and/or 
federal tax revenue (Carnevale, Smith, & Melton, 2012).  The decreases have impacted higher 
education funding even though they are not as dependent upon these streams as those in the K-12 
system.  The cuts in higher education are perceived as less challenging compared to cuts in state 
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Medicaid and the K-12 system, which do not have external revenue sources (Bhatt, Rork, & 
Walker, 2011).  In 2009, the National Association of State Budget Officers found that 2009 was 
the first time in 20 years there had been a reduction in funding to support state universities. 
(NASBO, 2009.)  Thirty-five states, including Florida, have dramatically decreased funds 
supporting institutions of higher education. There are signs of improvement in regards to higher 
education funding.  On a national and state level, the state and local per-student support for 
higher education have only increased at the rate of inflation.  According to SHEEO (2018) “this 
growth follows a five-year period of annual funding increases greater than two percent, 
indicating that state appropriations have stabilized, albeit it at a much lower level” (State Higher 
Education State Report, 2018).  However, an interesting paradigm is the slight increase in federal 
funds to support students who are enrolled in higher education programs. Wellman (2013) stated,  
“In the current environment, a number of forces have combined to change the historic 
system role in finance, including the reduction of public funds for higher education, 
growth in tuition dependency, a pattern within systems of a substitution of front-end 
fiscal controls toward greater campus autonomy in the use of resources and a shift to 
performance or outcome-based budgeting.” (p. 101). 
It is critical to understand the linkages between higher education systems’ fiscal issues 
and performance-based funding.  The ever-changing environment will further challenge the 
individual higher education institutions.  Institutions are faced with increased enrollments and 
rising tuition rates while at the same time there is a decline in state general education funding.  
The role of systems specific to financial issues was measured in the 2011 study conducted by the 
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS).  This study found the 
role of finance was playing a major role in system operations.  Furthermore, this survey provided 
 47 
a picture of what system leaders are spending time and other valuable resources on to advance 
the mission of their institutions in the system.  Additional results supported the overall argument 
that finance continues to be a major driving force in higher education systems. The survey was 
sent to 54 system offices; the response rate equals 27 system offices equating to 50%.  Of these 
respondents, 70% indicated the state funding goes from the state budget office to the system and 
is then dispersed to the institutions within the system. The report does not indicate the 
composition of the responding systems. However, there are not sufficient data from the survey to 
indicate what percentage of systems have the ability to decide the allocation of state funding.  
Many systems are limited in their state by legislative language, performance or outcome-based 
funding models or other metrics which prescribe the method of state funding allocation 
(NCHEMS, 2012). Fifty percent of the respondents indicated they retained any role in the 
collection and disbursement of tuition revenue which is held at the campus level. However, the 
system role-specific to any financial issue is limited or does not exist in the current environment.   
To further understand the linkage of performance-based funding and state systems, there 
are other financial issues to research and report.  The 2012 NCHEMS study indicated the role of 
systems outside of financial interests is limited.  However, as previously presented program 
approval, articulation, and how to manage transfer students is an issue state systems face.  There 
are also additional financial issues the systems and state institutions face.  More specifically, 
decreases in state funding due to increases in funding outside of higher education, enrollment 
growth, declining state funds, and growing dependence upon tuition revenue. Wellman (2013) 
further detailed the largest fiscal challenge facing higher education systems was the decline in 
state revenue and a greater dependence on institutions relaying on tuition to fund operational and 
academic functions.  The combination of these issues and the ever-growing increases in 
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enrollment has resulted in even greater challenges for higher education systems to learn to 
manage and function all while meeting their institutional missions.  According to Snyder and 
Dillow (2011), there was a 27% increase between 2000-2010 in public undergraduate 
enrollment. 
Over the same time, period the Delta Cost Project (2012) reported there was a 57% 
increase in net tuition between 2000 and 2010 among public research universities.  During the 
same period there was an 11% decrease in the state-only share of responsibility from 32% to 
21%.  This decrease is only compounded and more challenging due to the increased enrollment. 
Furthermore, this percentage of revenue is smaller than tuition and grants and financial aid while 
there has been an increase in dollar amount it does not cover or meet the percentage of 
enrollment increases. (Wellman, 2013).  This decline in proportion further emphasizes the 
importance of higher education leaders being able to understand and operate in the political 
arena.  In contrast, state budget officials report state funding for higher education is increasing. 
Furthermore, the financial issues in higher education are also faced by other state-funded entities 
with the exception of Medicaid, which increased by at least eight percent per year over the 
period 2000-2010.  This impacts the available funds for the state to distribute to public higher 
education. Due to fiscal and legislative challenges many states have shifted to performance or 
outcomes-based budgeting.  
Higher education funding and the political system. 
 
One of the key issues in higher education funding deals with an institution’s ability to 
maneuver state and federal political processes successfully. Lobbying on the federal level for 
increased federal funds to supplant state shortfalls has proven to be a blessing for some and a 
hardship for others.  Many universities were successful in accessing and securing federal 
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stimulus funds. Many state governments regarded stimulus funds as permanent and reduced 
recurring general revenue to higher education institutions even though the initial stimulus 
funding was designed and awarded to support short-term projects and capital improvements 
(Kelderman, 2009).  The universities within the State University System of Florida have multiple 
lobbyists who focus on government policies, funding, and statues.  The State University System 
of Florida has one lobbyist in the Board of Governors.   
Higher Education as a Public Good 
There is a broader issue to research and include in this study: higher education as a public 
good.  Performance based funding as a policy is connected to the argument that higher education 
is part of the public good. Many of the metrics often measured in conjunction with performance-
based funding are also linked to public good.  Supporters will contend that it is the state’s 
responsibility to serve the common good and more specifically, provide cradle to career 
education. Furthermore, it is suggested that higher education must work beyond college 
campuses in the opposite direction to do a better job of supporting students in advance of their 
post-secondary education (Lane, 2013). Others also noted this complex interdependence by 
stating the public good rests on a shared commitment between higher education and society 
(Tierney, 2013). 
There is varied debate on the evolution and definition of what defines public goods 
produced by public higher education.  There are those who prescribe the state’s role in higher 
education has evolved since its early form.  States are now collecting data and placing a greater 
emphasis on the higher education performance as it relates to the state’s long-term plans and 
agendas (McGinnis, 2013), as is the case in the Florida performance-based funding model.  
These measures are not about the institution but the state’s performance and competitiveness. 
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They are also about the state attracting, paying, and keeping bright young minds in their state.  
As noted by Lane, others argue higher education has for too long utilized a narrow definition of 
the public good produced in public higher education over citizenship training, establishing 
common values, and democratic participation.  As it relates to public policy, much of the debate 
around public and private goods in the modern era of higher education has focused on whether 
the public benefits due to higher education justify the public investment in public higher 
education (Breneman 2003; Pusser, et al., 2007) 
The Evolution of Performance-Based Funding Nationally 
Measured accountability and an increase in the number of college graduates prepared to 
enter the workforce to meet the needs of the shrinking American workforce are central tenants of 
the accountability movement. This movement prescribes to the theory that pay-for-performance 
will increase the educational graduation rate and opportunities for college graduates (Burke, 
2002). 
Historically, performance-based funding has roots in Tennessee, when in 1979, it became 
the first state to pass and fund a performance-based funding initiative specific to higher 
education.  Tennessee, as well as the majority of the original group of states, terminated its 
policies by 2000 after budgetary and/or legislative termination (Dougherty, Jones, Lahr, Narrow, 
Pheatt, & Teddy, 2014). The initial allocations were based upon specific student outcome 
measurements centered on graduation rates.  Two distinctive groups advocated for the initial six 
states implementing performance-based funding: higher education coordinating boards and 
institutions whose priorities were to increase funding for public universities. The other group was 
comprised of governors, legislators, and state business leaders. The majority of this group were 
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Republicans who advocated accountability measures, reducing tax burdens, and a reduction in 
funding for entities they deemed ineffective.  
Notable differences existed in the second round of funding legislation.  Performance-
based funding 1.0 provided universities additional funding in excess of their states’ general 
education or revenue allocation.  The allocation was based upon metrics defined by the 
respective state legislature. The more commonly implemented performance-based funding 2.0 
did not allocate additional funds for higher education. The states implementing this version of 
the funding policy use metrics to determine the total funding amount for each higher education 
university or college.  Hence, it is not used for additional funding, but it is often the primary or 
sole determinant of state funding (Alshehri, 2016).  There is a lack of available data on the 
success of performance-based funding 2.0 on a national level, and more specifically, in Florida.  
The exercise of authority and power of state legislators and governors was one of the 
main diversions from the first round of funding policies.  Policy and philanthropic organizations 
further influenced performance-based funding policies with an increase in lobbying, 
contributions, and investments in accountability and performance measures.  The third difference 
was the diminished role of state educational boards.  During this phase of legislation, educational 
boards were relegated to administrative level authority with little power to support student 
success creatively.  The fourth main difference was American economic instability. Economic 
challenges forced state governments to alter funding methods to account for diminished revenue 
as well as federal financial shortfalls. The second round of performance-based funding 
legislation was passed and funded in/or about 2007.  At the time, two-thirds of the states that 
adopted did so using legislative verbiage similar to the verbiage used by other states.  This 
included legislative verbiage from states which had previously terminated performance-based 
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funding policies (Wright, D. L., Dallat, P. H., & Copa, J. C. 2002). Figure 3 below details the 
states as of 2015 that have or had performance-based funding.  In addition, it details which 
public institutions are funded using performance-based funding. 
 
 
Figure 3. States with Performance Based Funding 
Source: (www.ncsl.org, 2015) 
 
Appendix C, National Historical Performance Based Funding provides a comprehensive 
overview of the status of the varied performance-based funding policies in each of the 38 states 
which have or are currently in some phase of performance-based funding.  In addition, it 
includes information on states that have terminated their performance-based funding legislation.  
There are varied metrics for each state which are used to fund the states’ performance-based 
funding system.  Of the 38 states, one state is no longer using the performance-based funding 
model it originally implemented, five are in transition, four states utilize performance-based 
funding for their two-year institutions, five states utilize performance-based funding for their 
four-year institutions, and twenty-one states utilize some form of performance-based funding for 
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their two-year and their four-year institutions.  While each state has varied metrics, there are 
similarities in what is being measured and used to determine positive funding as well as 
consequences for not meeting metrics.  One of the main similarities is in the usage of completion 
of course work within a specific period of time. Other heavily relied upon metrics include job 
placement, post-baccalaureate degree attainment, the number of financial aid recipients as well 
as income from jobs post degree completion.   
As of December 2017, 35 states had implemented performance-based funding policies to 
allocate financial resources to higher education institutions (SHEOO, 2018). Specific 
accountability measurements vary per state.  The one constant is the measurement of student 
graduation rates versus the traditional enrollment-based allocation method.  South Carolina and 
Colorado, as well as seven other states have implemented and subsequently terminated 
performance-based funding policies.  Hillman, Tandberg, and Gross (2014) evaluated the 
Pennsylvania performance-based funding policies to determine if the policy positively impacted 
degree completion.  The Pennsylvania State System of Universities (PASSHE) introduced a 
performance-based funding initiative in 2000 that governs Pennsylvania State universities.  The 
goals of the policy were to increase higher education accountability and performance associated 
with specific outcomes connected to state funding allocations.  In a more recent study, it was 
concluded that the goal of the policy to support degree attainment versus student enrollment did 
not have a positive effect on degree attainment (Hillman et al., 2014).   
Proponents of Performance-Based Funding 
The proponents of performance-based funding question accountability standards and 
traditional state funding models with the assumption that public universities are inherently 
inefficient. Accountability and performance measures are necessitated by global competition, 
 54 
economic considerations, and a looming shortage of qualified workers. By 2020, there will be an 
estimated six million available jobs in the American workforce due to the retirement of the baby 
boom generation (Carnevale & Desrochers, 2003).  Proponents of performance-based funding 
also question whether public universities fully prepare college students for the workforce and 
have concerns about the steady decrease in the percentage of college students who graduate 
(Hillman, Tandberg, & Gross, 2014). Economic indicators drive performance-based funding 
policies.  With higher levels of education, individuals are “less likely to experience violence, 
addiction, illness, incarceration, and other forms of abuse” (Carnevale & Desrochers, 2003).  
Unfortunately, these positive social indicators related to higher education are often ignored and 
not included in the debate.   
Conceptual Framework and Theories of Public Policy Making 
There is a gap in the literature analyzing the politics and critical factors associated with 
performance-based funding in Florida. There is a myriad of frameworks specifically designed to 
conduct higher education public policy analysis.  Many of the frameworks analyze the adoption, 
implementation, and success and/or failure of the policy. In Dougherty et al., (2014), the 
researchers’ utilized three perspectives to research the political factors which led to the 
implementation of performance based-funding in six states, including Florida as well as two 
states which implemented different higher education accountability policies. They combined the 
advocacy coalition framework, the policy entrepreneurship perspective, and the policy diffusion 
perspective. While there is an analysis of the political factors, the methods of data collection are 
intrinsically connected to case study methods of qualitative research versus using document 
analysis to define the critical factors which led to the implementation of the policy.  Additional 
research utilized case study and interviews to analyze performance-based funding on a national 
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level; again, there is limited information on the critical factors associated with the 
implementation of performance-based funding in the Florida System (Dar, 2012 & Mullin 2011). 
For the purpose of this study, the conceptual framework will follow the public policy 
process developed by Kingdon (2011).  Other policy researchers, including Dougherty, criticized 
the usage of the framework for analyzing policy and outcomes.  Their critique is based upon 
Kingdon’s definition of the streams as independent.  Kingdon does not write or imply that the 
streams do not work together or in parallel to address public policy.  This study, in comparison, 
is focused on the politics and critical factors associated with performance-based funding in 
Florida.  Therefore, the usage of the framework is valid. Moreover, the use of this framework 
aligns with research questions and the theoretical framework described in Chapter One.  
Kingdon’s (2011) conceptual framework (2011) is often used to explain how public policy is 
adopted at the state and federal level. Kingdon identified three independent streams, which guide 
policy decisions.  The three streams are as follows: (i) the problem stream, (ii) the political 
stream, and (iii) the policy stream.  Collectively these streams set the policy agenda. It is through 
these three streams public policies are adopted by state legislatures and ultimately change agenda 
and become law.  Policy agendas set the tone for state legislatures to begin the process of 
authoring, adapting, and implementing public policy. 
The initial stream encompasses the identification of a particular problem to address or 
correct through public policy. There are also problems identified through research or by 
government entities.  Additionally, problems also arise from “focusing on an event like a crisis 
or disaster that comes along to call attention to the problem, a powerful symbol that catches on, 
or the persona experience of a policy maker” (pp. 94-95).  Problems are not always clear to the 
public, non-elected government workers, legislators or the behind the scene actors in the public 
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policy arena.  It is important to note, as does Kingdon (2011), not all conditions or issues 
constitute a problem.  For an issue to become a problem, there must be legislative and other 
varied stakeholders who wish to address the issue and make it a “problem.”     
The second independent stream is the policy and proposal stream, which works 
independently of the other streams.  During these streams, solutions to the identified problems 
are developed.  This is the period when policy influencers, lobbyists, and the professional 
political operatives work to get their resolution identified and selected.  In this stream, there is an 
additional analysis of the varied solutions to the identified problem, from the problem stream.  
According to Kingdon (2011), this is where the true work in the three streams occurs. 
The third stream is the political stream, which works independently of the problem and 
policy stream.  The political stream includes public mood and public perceptions, political action 
committees, as well as what Kingdon (2011) described, pressure group campaigns, election 
results, partisan and ideological issues and divisions in legislative houses as well as changes in 
administrations.  In the current political arena, higher education is in the midst of an ever-
changing political stream with myriad changes expected in the next few years.  When the three 
streams converge, the policy window opens, and there is opportunity to influence and change 
particular policies and/or policy agendas. 
Policy Environments  
Higher education funding and legislation are at the center of liberal and conservative 
political agendas and there are ideological paradoxes including increased funding for community 
colleges by more conservative political leaders (Dar, 2012). As there are varied state systems in 
higher education, there are also differences in states’ policy environment.  Not only are there 
ideological differences, there are also differences in priorities, markets, and needs within each 
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state, which influences the higher education system and environment. The current environment 
in each state represents years of negotiations and balances between elected state officials and the 
universities within the state system.  There are multiple theories of measurement specific to 
policy environments.  According to Richardson e. al. (1999), the relationship between state and 
institutional priorities was a key finding of their study.  Their frame of research of policy 
environments was adapted by using the Williams theory, which was further developed by Clark 
by using a Triangle of tensions between state and state university systems (Richardson et al., 
1999).  
Summary 
 As reviewed in this chapter, the most recent version of the performance-based funding in 
Florida has three years of longitudinal data from the state university system. The purpose of this 
study is to analyze the politics and the critical factors which led to the policy. 
As Florida continues to use performance-based funding to measure system and 
institutional performance, there are likely future modifications to the current set of metrics 
utilized to determine state funding for the 12 universities, which comprise the State University 
System of Florida.  Due to the uncertainties with the federal and state policy leaders and 
stakeholders, there are critical factors and issues bound to arise as the state universities maneuver 
the political processes in higher education.  Political polarization continues to impact 
performance-based funding as well as university response to evolving policy in Florida.  There is 
an increased need for faculty, staff, and leaders of the 12 universities in the Florida system to 
increase their understanding of performance-based funding.  Additionally, to be competitive in 
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the system, universities must find new methods to work within the political systems that govern 
direct and indirect appropriations.  
In Chapter Three, the process of data collection and analysis, based on Kindgon’s 
Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies (2011), is presented.  The research method is 
described and supported by the literature on data collection methods specific to public policy and 
higher education.  The final sections of the next chapter include the conceptual framework, 
policy analysis frameworks, study limitations, data collection methods and researcher biases.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS 
 
This chapter details the qualitative historical analysis I conducted to answer the two 
research questions specified in Chapter One.  In qualitative and public policy research there are 
multiple methods available. They include: participant interviews, observations, life histories, and 
document analysis.  As stated, the purpose of this study is to conduct a historical qualitative 
analysis of performance-based funding in the State University System of Florida.  The time 
period of the research is 1996 through 2018. The use of this method aligns with the research 
questions and the ultimate goals of the study: to deepen the knowledge of public-policy making 
and to identify the critical factors inherent in higher education policymaking.  There are multiple 
public policy analysis theories and frameworks.  I focused my research on the critical factors, 
policy actors and issues surrounding the adoption of performance-based funding in Florida. 
Therefore, using Kingdon’s (2011) Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies as the framework 
for my study. I researched, collected, and analyzed primary and secondary sources and employed 
interviews to determine the appropriate response to the following research questions: 
1. How has performance-based funding evolved as a funding mechanism for public four-
year universities in Florida, which comprise the State University System?  
2. What were the critical factors which influenced the passage, adoption, and 
implementation of the higher education performance-based funding policy in Florida? 
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Restatement of Problem 
As identified in Chapter One, there is a gap of knowledge in the literature about the 
critical factors and policy agenda processes specific to performance-based funding in the Florida 
System. Dougherty et al. (2011, 2013) conducted multiple studies on the effectiveness of 
performance-based funding.  However, as competition for funds and the accountability 
movement continues, higher education officials will see a potential increase in the need to 
enhance their ability to work in the political frame as identified by Bolman and Deal (2013).   
There is limited research on the stakeholders, implementation, and the political forces involved 
in performance-based funding. Kingdon (2011) indicated identifying the problem is not just a 
role for the government but for researchers and others who have knowledge of a problem.  In an 
ever-evolving political climate, higher education stakeholders should be at the table to identify 
the problems in higher education.   
Conceptual Framework 
The ontological and epistemological stances that inform this study are an inherent 
component of the study and conceptual framework.  The research supports the theoretical 
framework of the study.  Ontology focuses on what is versus epistemology which focuses on 
what it means to know (Crotty, 1998). Furthermore, our reality is shaped through a quest for 
knowledge, observation, and inquiry.  Gender, race, class, education, and background influence 
who and what we are as well as our actual and perceived reality (Weick, 2000). This study does 
not conform to a positivist perspective. The foundation of positivism is empiricism.  Empiricism 
views reality as universal, objective, and quantifiable (Darlaston-Jones, 2007).  
Berger and Luckman (1996) presented the view of reality from a social constructionist 
perspective. Their view states reality is different for each of us based on our own unique 
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understanding of the world and our experience of it.  Social construction does not deny or ignore 
the importance of scientific inquiry. The relationship between the researcher and the research has 
some connection and alignment with post-positivism.  
Policy Analysis Framework 
Educational policy analysis is complex due to the multiple layers of federal and state laws 
and regulations which often conflict and influence higher education funding, accreditation, and 
research. Federal and state higher education public policy is slow to change.  Most recently there 
have been amendments, bills, and votes on the state and federal levels to alter the Higher 
Education Act and state performance-based funding regulations.  Furthermore, there are multiple 
policy actors, influencers, and stakeholders on the federal, state and local levels whose role and 
influence extends beyond their boundaries.  These actors play a unique role in policy 
development, adoption, funding, and analysis.     
In determining the most appropriate method of policy analysis, the researcher studied 
multiple methods, including Minstrom’s policy entrepreneurship framework and Kingdon’s 
theory on agendas, alternative, and public policies.  Minstrom’s framework differs from Kingdon 
as Kingdon stressed the importance of independent analysis of problems, policies, and politics.  
Mintrom maintained policy entrepreneurs “often sit aside these streams, simultaneously 
promoting particular problems and solution, offering solutions and watching for an event 
creating political opening to set the agenda for governmental action” (Dougherty, Natow, Jones, 
Lahr, Pheatt, & Reddy, 2014). With a concept as encompassing as performance-based funding, it 
was critical to collect and analyze data to answer the research questions outlined in Chapter One.  
While researching both methods, the initial qualifier for choosing to utilize one method over 
another the researcher decided to use one which supports the research questions.  As noted 
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previously, the focus of this research is not only the adoption and implementation of 
performance-based funding, but the critical factors that influenced and led to the policy’s 
adoption.  Additionally, to fully identify the critical factors which led to the adoption and 
implementation of performance-based funding in the State University System of Florida, an in-
depth analysis of the policy stakeholders that aligns with Kingdon’s method of policy analysis, 
will be employed.  If the focus were simply the adoption and implementation of performance-
based funding, Minstrom’s entrepreneurship would have sufficed. However, the use of 
Kingdon’s policy analysis specifically addressed the identification of the problem, the 
government agenda and the method of policy change.  Therefore, the selection of the Kingdon 
method of policy analysis will be utilized. 
Data Collection 
In conjunction with the Kingdon policy analysis framework, the primary data collection 
method was through document analysis.  Document analysis is an appropriate method of data 
collection according to the research by Barach (2009), who noted, “In policy research, almost all 
likely source of information, data, and ideas fall into two general types: documents and people” 
(p. 69).  To gather data and information from people, I also conducted interviews using email, 
phone, ZOOM or Microsoft Teams depending on the interviewee’s preference.  The method of 
interview varied based upon the interviewee’s preference. There is additional support for the 
utilization of public policy document analysis hails from Dvora Yanow (2007): 
“Document reading can also be part of an observation study or an interview-based 
project.  Documents can provide background information prior to designing the research 
project, for example prior to conducting interviews.  They may corroborate observational 
or interview data, or they may refute them, in which case the researcher is “armed” with 
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evidence that can be used to clarify, or perhaps, to challenge what is being told, a role 
that the observational data may also play” (p. 411). 
Primary and secondary documents were gathered in-person and from on-line repositories. 
Primary source documents were gathered from the Florida Archives in Tallahassee Florida, 
Florida House and Senate website, Florida legislation websites, the Florida Board of Governors 
website and through a state research request submitted to the House and Senate.  More 
specifically, primary source documents include: 
• Florida legislation, which details the legislative components of performance-
based funding in the State University System of Florida.   
• Florida constitutional amendments specific to performance-based funding.   
• Florida legislative committee meeting agendas and minutes.  The initial 
emphasis was higher education and performance-based funding.   
• Gubernatorial State of the State addresses from 1992-2017.  
• Florida Board of Governor meeting agendas and minutes. 
• Florida Board of Governor regulations, specifically 5.001 and proposed 
regulations chapter 5.  This regulation was proposed on September 3, 2019 and 
adds a data integrity audit to performance-based funding.  
Secondary source documents were gathered through the Arizona State University library 
system, University of South Florida library system, the Historical Archives in Tallahassee 
Florida, and on-line news, media, and other research sites.  Secondary source documents include: 
• Newspaper articles written during the time period 1992-present on performance-
based funding. 
• Florida legislator lobbying records. 
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• Board of Governor news articles and interviews. 
• Gubernatorial and legislative interviews from tv, news and internet. 
• Blogs and other on-line commentary on performance-based funding and the State 
University System of Florida.  
To increase validity and strengthen the overall research, I conducted interviews via 
electronic communication, phone calls or skype with individuals who understand the philosophy 
of performance-based funding as well as those involved in the design, development, and 
implementation of performance-based funding (Creswell, 2013, p. 163).  The interview method 
was determined with each interviewee at time of consent.  My interview protocol and processed 
followed are detailed below: I utilized email, phone, ZOOM or Microsoft Teams to interview 
individuals within the following core groups:  
1. Elected officials, including individuals elected on the state level.   
2. Staff members, are individuals who are not elected officials, but individuals who 
either work for the Board of Governors, work for an elected official in a staff capacity 
or university staff not in a leadership position. 
3. Influencers, influencers are those who have contributed to elected officials or 
identified as such in primary document analysis.  These individuals will be identified 
through research and campaign finance reports, which are public records. 
4. Higher education leaders who were involved with the performance-based funding 
development, implementation, and evolution. More specifically, individuals who are 
currently and/or those who were in a leadership position within a university that is 
part of the State University System of Florida.   
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5. Other stakeholders, this group consists of individuals who are members of state or 
national higher education organizations. Or, individuals who are not members of the 
four groups detailed above.  
  Understanding the background and context added to the overall research.  For the purpose 
of this study, I grouped all interview participants into thematic groups to avoid potential 
conflicts of interest.  I did not include an individual’s names or identifying information within 
the context of this research.  In addition, all individuals are grouped based upon their role-
specific to performance-based funding.  No individual will be in more than one group.  I did not 
conduct a member check as I have their information in email form.  The initial interview 
questions are included in appendices F through J.  Following the first round of questions, I 
submitted follow up questions; however, those are not be listed in Appendices F through J, as 
the follow up questions were based upon initial feedback.  To conduct interviews with those 
involved, I proceeded with the following steps: 
1. I developed a list of potential political and educational figures pertinent to 
performance-based funding. The initial group of interview participants were 
developed based through a review of performance-based funding, review of the 
literature, as well as a review of the stakeholders involved in the development, 
implementation and evolution of performance-based funding in the State 
University System of Florida.  In addition, I utilized the snowballing sampling 
methods.  Snowballing is a method used in research to further identify study 
participants.  Additional participants were recruited by asking current participants 
if they know of other individuals the researcher should interview (Gall, Gall & 
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Borg, 2007).  More specifically, it is was my goal to recruit no less than 2 but no 
more than 8 participants within each group. 
2. Designed an electronic email message with questions specific to the research 
questions defined in Chapter One.  This email is included in Appendix D. 
3. Developed a written and a verbal consent approved by the University of South 
Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB). There are no names or identifying 
details seen by anyone besides the researcher.  This email consent form was sent 
with the first email and a detail of this study. At this point, I offered all 
participants the option of interview method either email, phone, ZOOM or 
Microsoft Teams. The study’s consent is provided in Appendix E. 
4. After consent was received, I either used phone, ZOOM, Microsoft Teams or 
email to interview each participant.  If the interview was email based, I emailed 
each participant the interview questions to each individual who agreed to 
participate in this study. Interviews lasted approximately 30 to 45 minutes in 
length.  If a follow up was needed or required the follow up interviewed lasted no 
more than 45 minutes. Both initial interview and follow up time depended upon 
the flow of the interview and the interviewee’s response time. Interview questions 
are included as Appendices F through J.  
5. If the interviews were via phone or held virtually, the responses were transcribed 
and sent to each participant to ensure their responses are appropriately written. 
Interviews were transcribed directly by the researcher.   
Document analysis including the data collected from interviews followed thematic 
coding methods in coordination with Kingdon’s (2011) policy analysis methods.  I analyzed 
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documents to determine how the policy was introduced as an agenda item.  Additional analysis 
determined the factors which led to the policy being adopted in its most recent version. All data 
gathered was time and date stamped. The initial step in analysis was to build a timeline of the 
implementation and subsequent amendments to performance-based funding in the State 
University System of Florida. I used descriptive grouping software NVivo data analysis and a 
secondary long method to code descriptive themes.  I organized and coded my data into 
descriptive categories.  Themes were categorized based upon shared similarities which followed 
a logical flow.  I then worked with the themed categories, used analytical memo writing, and 
searched for pertinent information to detail the history, political streams, policy streams, and 
intersections, which are the key components of Kingdon’s (2011) policy analysis framework.   
Conclusion 
 With its full adoption and the State University System of Florida schools altering 
programs, curricula, and methods of work to meet the performance-based funding metrics, there 
is an additional need for research and practical solutions for university stakeholders to be 
successful in the political arena.  Kingdon (2011) provided the theoretical policy analysis 
framework to address the two research questions introduced in Chapter One.  Research supports 
the use of Kingdon’s theory and document analysis to analyze higher education public policy.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 
 
As stated in Chapter One, the purpose of this qualitative historical policy analysis is to 
identify the critical factors, historical evolution and implementation of performance-based 
funding in the State University System of Florida from 1996 to December 31, 2018.  This 
chapter details the data collected to answer the two research questions below:  
1. How has performance-based funding evolved as a funding mechanism for public four-
year universities in Florida, which comprise the State University System?  
2. What were the critical factors which influenced the passage, adoption, and 
implementation of the higher education performance-based funding policy in Florida? 
Chapter Organization 
 This chapter is constructed to answer each research question using the qualitative 
methods outlined in Chapter Three, document analysis and interviews.  Following the section on 
data collection and interview participants each question is answered and organized by data 
collection method; primary document analysis, secondary documents and interviews. The 
evolution of performance-based funding in the State University System of Florida is based in 
legislation. Therefore, Research Question One; how has performance-based funding evolved as a 
mechanism for public four-year universities in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System of Florida, is detailed through document analysis as well as insights gained from 
interviews with study participants.  Research Question Two is specific to the critical factors 
which led to the implementation and evolution of performance-based funding in the State 
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University System of Florida.  To answer this question, the themes were defined and supported 
with secondary document analysis and interview data in alignment with the Kingdon method of 
public policy analysis.  
Data Collection 
 My study was reviewed and found to be exempt by the University of South Florida 
Institution Review Board (IRB).  I then reviewed legislation specific to performance-based 
funding in the State University System of Florida.  To collect legislative data, I conducted word 
searches on the State of Florida’s bill tracking system.  The legislation, amendments and votes 
were all available on this system and provide a legislative timeline of the development and 
adoption of performance-based funding in the State University System of Florida.  To answer 
both of the research questions detailed above, I developed a list of individuals within the 
following groups; staff, including those from the legislature, higher education and other state 
agencies; higher education leaders; influencers; elected officials and other stakeholders. These 
individuals who have a stake in performance-based funding or the State University System of 
Florida. Influencers are individuals who were identified through campaign finance reports, Board 
of Governor meeting minutes, or through snowballing.  Influencers in the context of this study 
are individuals who have a vested interest in the State of Florida, State University System of 
Florida or legislative advancement.  Stakeholders are individuals who are members of a state or 
national higher education organization or, individuals who are involved in higher education, 
higher education public policy or performance-based funding who do not align with one of the 
other groups of individuals who participated in this study. The list of prospective participants 
was developed through legislative inclusion or an individual’s role in the State University 
System of Florida or a national higher education organization.  Once the participants were 
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identified, I emailed each participant a request to participate in research which is included in 
APPENDIX E.   
Once the participant agreed upon the selected interview modality; either phone, email or 
video conference using ZOOM or Microsoft Teams. Each participant provided either a verbal or 
signed agreement consent agreement, see APPENDIX F.  The interviews were recorded using 
ZOOM and transcribed at the conclusion of the interview by the researcher.  I then reviewed 
each interview and transcription to ensure accuracy.  During the data collection process, the 
world was in the midst of a global pandemic due to Covid -19.  However, it is unknown if this 
impacted the interview process, specifically participation in the elected official category due to 
current challenges with the pandemic.  There is no way to know if this is related in any way to 
the global pandemic. Once transcribed, the transcripts were uploaded to NOVIO, a program used 
to organize data to help the researcher identify thematic codes.    
Following this analysis, I wanted to confirm the accuracy of the thematic coding. I then 
reviewed all transcripts and coded utilizing the Saldana (2013) Coding Manual for Qualitative 
Researcher.  To conduct the secondary coding technique, I reviewed all transcripts and identified 
the commonalities within secondary documentation as well as interviews.  Once the main themes 
were identified, the sub-themes were illuminated through language.  The secondary technique 
which affirmed the same organization of data and groupings of themes. 
Participant Data 
 To conduct my study, I reached out to fifteen elected officials identified through 
document analysis or those suggested by the others using the snowball effect.  Of those, two 
agreed to participate in interviews.  I will refer to them as Interviewees E1 and E2.  Within the 
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Influencer category, I emailed twenty-five potential participants and received approval and 
consents from three participants, I will refer to them as Interviewees I1, I2, and I3.  Within the 
staff category, I emailed ten legislative, university or board of governor staff members all of 
which were identified through document analysis or through introductions made by other 
interview participants. I received consents and interviewed four participants, which I refer to as 
Interviewees S1, S2, S3, and S4 respectively. Two of the participants were interviewed using 
video conferencing and two using phone. I emailed 15 higher education leaders and received 
consents and interviewed three via phone and three via email, they are referred to as Interviewees 
HE1, HE2, HE3, HE4, HE5, and HE6 respectively. The final category of participants are other 
higher education stakeholders.  I emailed five and received consents and interviewed two via 
phone calls. I will refer to them throughout this chapter as Interviewees OS1, OS2.   
Research Question One – Findings 
To address Research Question One, detailed in Chapter One: how has performance-based 
funding evolved as a funding mechanism for public four-year universities in Florida, which 
comprise the State University System, I analyzed legislation, strategic plans as well other official 
documents including constitutional amendments to develop a legislative timeline of 
performance-based funding in the State University System of Florida.  
There are periods in which the Florida Legislature implemented or authorized 
performance-based funding for the state’s K-20 system.  The initial legislation focused on the 
State’s community colleges and was referred to as the Workforce Funding Program.  The 
program was not meant for and did not apply to the State University System of Florida’s 12 
public universities. The second period, often referred to as performance-based funding 2.0 began 
with legislation designed to develop funding methods for the State University System’s 12 public 
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universities.  The new performance-based funding model does not apply to the state’s 
community colleges or state colleges.   
Primary source document analysis. 
 
Between 1996 and 2003, the main funding method for the State University System of 
Florida was through the Board of Regents and various university funding streams.  More 
specifically, the funding was in defined by the State University System of Florida Enrollment 
Plan.  The plan was developed to provide a method of funding for both undergraduate and 
graduate education.  The State University System saw growth in student enrollment in the period 
before 1996. (Board of Regents, 1993).  
In the 1993-1994 through 1997-1998 Strategic Plan, the Board of Regents detailed the 
intent to have stable, reliable funding in order to grow, improve and provide services to meet the 
higher education needs of the students, faculty and staff involved at the universities which 
comprised the state system.  During this plan, the Board of Regents began the conversations 
about accountability.  More specifically, the plan included the importance of accountability data 
bases to support a performance-based funding system process to be developed by the Board, the 
Governor’s office and the legislature.  In addition to addressing performance-based funding, the 
Board of Regents emphasized securing enhanced funding to promote more efficient funding 
strategies and reward universities which work to develop cost savings plans. (Florida Board of 
Regents, 1993).   
In the 1998 through 2003 State University System of Florida Strategic Plan, the 
groundwork for the modern performance-based funding model began to take shape through 
directives, goals and enhanced definitions for the various branches of government which have 
accountability to govern the State University System of Florida. One of the main goals of the 
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plan was one mentioned in the previous strategic plan; to establish a stable, reliable source of 
State funding, more specifically – performance-based funding program budgeting. There were no 
measures or directives.  It did however detail the State university System of Florida’s 
commitment to develop performance-based measures to provide reports to the Florida legislature 
and other agencies to demonstrate the success of the system in meeting its goals and 
responsibilities to students and the residents of Florida. In addition, the Board of Regents 
detailed “the measures should reflect each university’s unique mission, academic program 
offering and demographics” (Florida Board of Regents, 1997). 
Primary source legislative analysis. 
 
2003 to 2011 Legislation.   In 2003, House Bill 1747 Career Education nomenclature 
was introduced in the Florida House.  The bill was specific to career education, nomenclature, 
changed terminology in vocational and technical education to career education and changed 
terminology in workforce education. This bill addressed performance funding in the community 
colleges as it relates to workforce development education funding.  This bill did not alter funding 
levels, it simply changed the nomenclature of the programs.  The bill died in messages, although 
it had previously passed unanimously as amended (Florida House, 2003).  In the 2004 legislative 
session there were no mention of performance-based funding in either Florida House or Florida 
Senate legislation (Florida Senate, 2004).  In 2005 and 2006 the only mention of performance 
funding is in regards to the state K-12 grading system of schools in each of the state’s school 
districts (Florida Senate, 2005 & 2006).  In the 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010 and 2011 there were no 
mentions of performance-based funding in the Florida legislation. The current performance- 
based funding model was introduced by the Florida Legislature during the  
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2012 Legislation - House Bill 7135 and Senate Bill 1366. The following analysis details 
performance-based funding legislation specific to the State University System of Florida during 
the 2012 legislative session.  Within each section, the bills are detailed along with a timeline of 
bill activity as well as the language specific to performance-based funding is included.  The first 
bill discussed is House Bill 7135 and the companion Senate Bill 1366.     
House Bill HB7135 was filed by the Education Committee; the main sponsor was 
Representative Proctor.  The co-introducers were Representative Campbell; Representative 
Dorworth and Senator Gaetz.  The House Bill was filed on February 28, 2012.  The 
Corresponding Senate Bill SB1366 was filed earlier on December 22, 2011.This bill along with 
the corresponding Senate bill were the initial bills to determine the methods for equating the 
process of funding the State University System’s performance-based funding model which is still 
in place today.  
The summary of the original filed House Bill 7135 is as follows: 
Postsecondary Education; Provides requirements for planning for system & institution 
goals & objectives; requires unified state plan to improve STEM education; authorizes 
BOG to waive or modify regulations or fee requirements or to modify or revoke certain 
powers or duties; revises general education course requirements; deletes exemption from 
State Board of Education approval of certain Florida College System baccalaureate 
degree programs; requires BOG to rank state universities that apply for performance 
funding & authorizes awards; requires DEO to prepare economic security report of 
employment & earning outcomes for degrees or certificates earned at public 
postsecondary institutions. (Florida House, 2012) 
 
The following table on page 75 is a timeline of House Bill 7135’s progression through the 
Florida legislature: 
 
 
 
 75 
Table 4 
Timeline of House Bill 7135 
Date Chamber Action 
2/28/2012 House Filed  
Referred to Calendar and Introduced 
3/1/2012 House  Placed on special order calendar 
3/2/2012 House Read 2nd time on the House floor 
Amendments adopted (220371) 
Placed on 3rd reading 
3/5/2012 House Read 3rd time by the house 
Passed as amended; Yeas 115 and 0 Nays  
3/5/2012 Senate  In Messages 
Senate bill received 
Referred to Education Pre-K -12; Higher Education; Budget Subcommittee 
on Higher Education Appropriations and Budget 
3/7/2012 Senate  Withdrawn from Education Pre-K – 12; Higher Education, Budget 
subcommittee on Higher Education Appropriations; Budget 
Placed on Calendar on 2nd reading 
Substituted for CS/CS/SB1366 
Read 2nd and 3rd time 
Passed 40 Yeas and 0 Nays 
4/13/2012  Signed by Officers and presented to the Governor 
4/27/2012  Approved by the Governor 
4/30/2012  Chapter No. 2012-195, companion bill(s) passed, see HB 5201 (Ch.2012-
134). 
Source: (Florida House of Representatives, 2012)  
 
As with all legislation in the State of Florida, a bill analysis is completed to address the 
inherent issues and impacts of the legislation.  It also provides a statement of the bill intention. 
According to the bill analysis the intent of the House Bill 7135 was: 
House Bill 7135 passed the House on March 5, 2012, and subsequently passed the Senate 
on March 7, 2012. The bill requires that the strategic plan adopted by the Board of 
Governors (BOG) address, not only goals and objectives for the State University System 
(SUS) and each constituent university, but also each university’s contribution to overall 
system goals and objectives. The strategic plan must also include performance metrics 
and standards common to all institutions and standards and metrics unique to each 
institution, depending on the institutional mission. To advance system and unique 
institutional priorities the BOG may consider waiving its regulations to reduce barriers 
and support attainment of goals identified in institutional plans as necessary. The bill 
establishes a formula for performance funding whereby state universities can compete for 
additional funding to support engineering and technology programs that have high 
employment outcomes. (Florida House, 2012) 
 
There was one amendment to the bill, submitted by Representative Proctor.   The 
amendment did not pertain to the State University System of Florida. It addressed the 
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matriculation of students from the Florida College System. While a majority of the bill and the 
companion bill addressed the education in the state across the K-20 continuum, there are specific 
components of the bill which added language to Florida Statutes about the State University 
System of Florida.  More specifically, it added language to address Board of Governors strategic 
plan of which performance metrics is the first component addressed within the strategic plan 
language. As it relates to Board of Governors strategic plan, the legislation included the 
following language: 
The Board of Governors shall develop a strategic plan specifying goals and objectives for 
the State University System and each constituent university, including each university's 
contribution to overall system goals and objectives. The strategic plan must: 1. Include 
performance metrics and standards common for all institutions and metrics and standards 
unique to institutions depending on institutional core missions, including, but not limited 
to, student admission requirements, retention, graduation, employment, continued 
education, licensure passage, excess hours, student loan burden and default rates, faculty 
awards, total annual research expenditures, patents, licenses and royalties, intellectual 
property, startup companies, annual giving, endowments, and well-known, highly 
respected national rankings for institutional and program achievements. 
 
In addition to performance-based funding, the bill and companion Senate bill added 
language to address accountability measures including adding language that the Board of 
Governors consider reports and recommendations of the Higher Education Coordinating council 
and the Articulation Coordinating Council.  Section C provided language specific to providing 
students electronic access to the economic security report of employment and earnings outcomes 
which is prepared by the State’s Department of Economic Opportunity (House Bill 7135, 2012).  
The major component specific to the State University System of Florida was in Section 16 of the 
Bill which added performance based funding metrics to the Florida Statutes to create the initial 
performance-based funding model for the State University System of Florida.  The language 
below included in HB7135, is the same language included in companion SB1366.  The 
legislative language specific to performance-based funding is detailed below: 
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1011.905 Performance funding for state universities.—  (1) For the 2012-2013 and 2013-
2014 fiscal years, the Board of Governors shall review and rank each state university that 
applies for performance funding based on the following formula: 
(a) Twenty-five percent of a state university’s score shall be based on the percentage of 
employed graduates who have earned degrees in the following programs:  
1. Computer and information science;  
2. Computer engineering;  
3. Information systems technology;  
4. Information technology; and  
5. Management information systems.  
(b) Twenty-five percent of a state university’s score shall be based on the percentage of 
graduates who earned baccalaureate degrees in the programs in paragraph (a) and who 
earned industry certifications in a related field from a Florida College System institution 
or state university prior to graduation. (c) Fifty percent of a state university’s score shall 
be based on factors determined by the Board of Governors which relate to increasing the 
probability that graduates who have earned degrees in the programs described in 
paragraph (a) will be employed in high-skill, high-wage, and high-demand employment.  
(2) The submission from a state university that has the highest score shall be ranked first, 
with each remaining submission from a state university ranked sequentially by score. 
(3)(a) Each year, the Board of Governors shall award up to $15 million to the highest-
ranked state universities from funds appropriated for the purposes in this section and as 
specified in the General Appropriations Act. The award per state university shall be a 
minimum of 25 percent of the total amount appropriated pursuant to this section. (b) The 
funds shall be awarded to the department of the state university which offers the degrees 
described in paragraph (1)(a). (c) The funds may not be used to supplant funding for the 
degree programs described in paragraph (1)(a). (4) By December 31, 2012, and each year 
thereafter, the Board of Governors shall submit a report containing the rankings and 
award distributions to the Governor, the President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives.  
Section 17. This act shall take effect upon becoming a law. (Florida House Bill, 2012) 
 
While there have been changes to the funding model and the legislation, the above 
language altered funding mechanisms for the State University System.  As with this bill, each 
bill specific to performance-based funding in the State University System is described below in 
order to detail the legislative evolution of the funding model.  
The companion bill to House Bill 7135 was Senate Bill 1366, filed a few months earlier.  
The bill went through varied committees as detailed in the timeline below.  However, it was 
eventually laid to table in favor of HB7135. When filed, Senate Bill 1366 had similar language 
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as HB7135, however, it had a broader reach and summary. The summary of the original filed 
Senate Bill 1366 is as follows: 
Education; Requiring that the Department of Economic Opportunity prepare, or contract 
with an entity to prepare, an economic security report of employment and earning 
outcomes for degrees or certificates earned at a public postsecondary educational 
institution; providing duties of the State Board of Education relating to the 5-year plan for 
postsecondary enrollment and the strategic plan that specifies goals and objectives for 
public schools and Florida College System institutions; requiring that the State Board of 
Education identify performance metrics for the Florida College System and develop a 
plan specifying goals and objectives for each Florida College System institution, etc. 
(Florida Senate, 2012) 
 
The following is a timeline of Senate Bill 1366’s progression through the Florida legislature: 
Table 5 
Timeline of Bill 1366 
Date Chamber Action 
12/22/2011 Senate Filed 
1/13/2012 Senate Referred to the Education Pre-K12, Higher Education and Budget 
Committees 
The bill was introduced in the Florida Senate 
1/19/2012 Senate The bill was placed on the Education Committee agenda for 1/24/2012 
1/24/2012 Senate The Education Pre-K12 Committee Substitute bill passed 5 Yeas and 0 
Nays 
1/25/2012 Senate  Pending reference review under Rule 4.7(2) – Committee Substitute 
The bill was in the Higher Education Committee 
1/27/2012 Senate (CS) by Education Pre K-12 1st reading 
2/6/2012 Senate The bill was placed on the Higher Education Committee agenda for 
2/9/2012 
2/9/2012 Senate The bill passed the Higher Education Committee 4Yeas and 0 nays 
2/14/2012 Senate The bill was sub referred to the Budget Subcommittee on Education Pre-
K12 Appropriations  
2/22/2012 Senate Recalled from the Budget Subcommittee on Education Pre-K12 
Appropriations. 
Bill was then in the Budget Committee 
Bill was then sub referred to the Budget Subcommittee on Higher 
Education Appropriations. 
2/23/2012 Senate  The bill was placed on the Budget Subcommittee on Higher Education 
Appropriations Committee agenda.  
2/28/2012 Senate CS/CS by Budget Subcommittee on Higher Education Appropriations 
passed 11 Yeas and 0 Nays. 
3/1/2012 Senate The bill was placed in the Budget Committee 
The CS/CS by Budget Subcommittee on Higher Education Appropriations 
was read for the first time.  
3/2/2012 Senate The bill was withdrawn from the Budget Committee 
Pending reference review under Rule 4.7(2) 
Placed on the calendar on 2nd reading 
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Table 5 continued 
Date Chamber Action 
3/5/2012 Senate Placed on special order calendar for 3/7/2012 
3/7/2012 Senate Read 2nd time 
Amendment(s) adopted (365472, 492296) 
Substituted HB 7135 
Senate Bill 1366 was laid on the table and the companion bill, HB7135 
passed.  
Source: (Florida Senate, 2013) 
2013 Legislation - Senate Bill 1076.  During the 2013 legislative session, higher 
education and performance-based funding were was once again addressed by the Florida House 
and Senate.  More specifically, Senate Bill 1076 (SB1076) was introduced by Senator Legg on 
February 21, 2013. It is important to note, this bill did not have a companion House Bill.  
Instead, it was sent to the Florida House after multiple Committee Substitutes.  Senate Bill 1076 
as well as the Committee Substitutes once again not only addressed performance based funding, 
it also included language to develop the State Preeminent University Program.  The bill was 
referred to the Education, Appropriations Subcommittee on Education and Appropriations 
Committees on February 28, 2013.  When originally filed, the bill was 56 pages compared to the 
144 pages following amendments and committee substitutes which ultimately passed. The 
summary of the originally filed bill is as follows: 
K-20 education; Providing for comprehensive K-20 career and education planning; 
substantially rewording the student assessment program for public schools; providing 
requirements for industry certification, an industry certification funding list, and a 
postsecondary industry certification funding list for distribution of funding to school 
districts and Florida College System institutions, creating the preeminent state research 
universities program; establishing the Complete Florida Degree program; revising the 
formula upon which performance funding for state universities is based and awarded 
(Florida Senate, 2013).  
 
The following table on page 80 is a timeline of the bill’s progression through the Florida 
legislature: 
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Table 6 
Timeline of Bill 1076 
Date Chamber Action 
2/21/2013 Senate Filed 
2/28/2013 Senate Referred to Education, Appropriations Subcommittee on Education; 
Appropriations  
3/1/2013 Senate On Committee agenda – Education  to be heard on 3/6/2013 at 2:00 pm in the 
Knott Building room 412 
3/5/2013 Senate Introduced 
3/6/2013 Senate Committee substitute (CS) passed the Education committee with an 8yea’s and 
1 nay vote 
3/8/2013 Senate The bill was pending review under rule 4.7(2) (Committee Substitute 
The bill was in Appropriations Subcommittee on Education in addition to being 
added to the agenda to be heard on 3/13/2013 in the Knott building room 412. 
3/12/2013 Senate The Committee Substitute by the Education Committee had the first reading. 
3/13/2013 Senate Subcommittee Recommendation: Committee Substitution by Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Education passed the committee 11 Yeas and 0 Nays. 
3/15/2013 Senate The bill was sent to the Senate Appropriations Committee.  
3/25/2013 Senate  The CS bill was placed on the Appropriations Committee agenda. 
3/28/2013 Senate CS/CS by Appropriations committee passed unanimously 
3/29/2013 Senate Pending reference review – under Rule 4.7(2) – Committee Substitute. Placed 
on calendar for a 2nd reading Placed on special order calendar for 4/4/2013 
4/3/2013 Senate CS/CS by Appropriations first reading 
4/4/2013 Senate Read 2nd time 
Amendment(s) adopted (633314, 689644, 951478), Ordered engrossed.  Placed 
on 3rd reading. 
4/10/2013 Senate Read 3rd time. 
CS passed as amended; 33 Yeas and 7 Nays 
The Senate requested that the House pass the bill as passed by the Senate or 
agree to include the bill in the Budget Conference. Immediately certified 
Conference Committee appointed (Appropriations Conference Committee: 
Negron (Chair), Benacquistor (Vice Chair), Flores (At Large), Gardiner (At 
Large), Margolis (At Large), Richer (At Large), Smith (At Large), Thrasher (At 
Large), Appropriations Conference Committee on Criminal and Civil Justice:  
Bradley (Chair), Clemons, Diaz de la Portilla,, Garcia and Joyner. 
Appropriations Conference Committee on Education: Galvano (Chair), Bullard, 
Detert, Legg, Montford, Sachs, Thrasher. 
Appropriations Committee on Fiance and Tax: Hukill (Chair), Abruzzo, 
Altman, Brandes, Evers, Ring, Simmons. Appropriations Conference 
Committee on General Government: Hays (Chair), Braynon, Dean, Simpson, 
Soto, Stargel. Appropriations Conference Committee on Health and Human 
Services:  Grimsley (Chair), Bean, Flores, Gibson, Sobel. 
Appropriations Conference Committee on Transportation, Tourism, and 
Economic Development: Gardiner (Chair), Latvala, Lee, Margolis and 
Thompson. 
4/10/2013 House In Messages 
Received 
4/11/2013 House Read 2nd time. 
Placed on 3rd reading 
4/12/2013 House  Read 3rd time 
CS passed; 116 Yeas and 0 Nays 
4/12/2013 Senate Ordered enrolled 
4/15/2013  Signed by Officers and presented to Governor Rick Scott. 
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Table 6 continued 
Date Chamber Action 
4/22/2013  Approved by Governor Rick Scott 
4/23/2013  Chapter No. 2013-27, companion bills passed, CS/CS/HB7009 (Ch.2013-
250), CS/SB 1096 (Ch. 2013-35), SB1500 (Ch. 2013-40), SB 1514(Ch. 
2013-45), CS/CS/SB 1664 (Ch. 2013-185), CS/CS/SB 1720 (ch. 2013-51) 
Source: (Florida Senate, 2013). 
Within the original bill, the following language was specific to the State University 
System of Florida and performance-based funding: 
Include criteria for designating baccalaureate degree and master’s degree programs at 
specified universities as high demand programs. Fifty percent of the criteria for 
designation as high-demand programs of emphasis must be based on achievement of 
performance measures and performance outcome thresholds determined by the Board of 
Governors, and 50 percent of the criteria must be based on achievement of performance 
measures 242 and performance outcome thresholds specifically linked to: a. Job 
placement in employment of 36 hours or more per week and average full-time wages of 
graduates of the degree programs 1 year and 5 years after graduation, based in part on 
data provided in the economic security report of employment and earnings outcomes 
produced annually pursuant to s. 445.07; and b. Data-driven gap analyses, conducted by 
the board, of the state’s job market demands and outlook for jobs that require a 
baccalaureate degree or a higher degree. (Florida Senate, 2013) 
In addition, the bill originally filed changed other verbiage in Florida Statutes including 
stating the universities would receive the same funding amount in the 2013-2014 academic year 
as they received in the 2012-2013 academic year. The legislature also included a provision for 
students with a master’s degree in cloud virtualization:  
The Legislature intends that state performance funds for the state university system be 
based on indicators of system and institutional attainment of performance expectations. 
For the 2012-2013 through at least 2016-2017.  
 
The 2012-2013 award recipients shall receive the same award for2013-2014. 2. For the 
2013-2014 and 2014-2015 fiscal years, high demand programs determined by the Board 
of Governors using gap analysis data adopted pursuant to s. 1001.706(5). 3. For the 2013-
2014 and 2014-2015 fiscal years, a master’s degree in cloud virtualization technology 
and related large data management (Florida Senate Bill 1706, 2013). 
 
The bill had 12 amendments from its originally filled version.  A summary of the 
amendments are detailed below, see page 83: 
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Table 7 
Amendments to Senate Bill 1076 
Originally filed Senate Bill 1076 
Amendment Sponsor Filed 
Last 
Committee 
Action 
Last 
Committee 
Action 
Date 
Did this 
amendment 
impact the 
SUS 
526290 - delete lines 965-
1083 
Education 
Committee/Senator 
Legg 3/5/2013 
Replaced by 
committee 
substitute 3/6/2013 No  
416792 - delete lines 1559 
-1560 and insert the 
following - In the 2013-
2014 fiscal year, funds 
awarded under 
subparagraph 1 may not be 
awarded on the basis of a 
new competition, and the 
universities that received 
awards under subparagraph 
1 in the 2012-2013 fiscal 
year shall be awarded the 
same amount in the 2013-
2014 fiscal year. 
Education 
Committee/Senator 
Legg 3/5/2013 
Replaced by 
committee 
substitute 3/6/2013 Yes 
SB1706 Committee Substitute 1   
77982 delete lines 1183 - 
1214 and insert language 
specific to the K-12 teacher 
pay system 
Appropriations 
Subcommittee on 
Education/ Senator 
Legg 3/12/2013 
Replaced by 
substitute 
amendment 3/14/2013 No 
Substitute amendment  
Appropriations 
Subcommittee on 
Education/ Senator 
Legg 3/12/2013 
Replaced by 
committee 
substitute 3/14/2013 No 
416726  - delete lines 
1276-1289 and insert 
language specific to the 
state college system   
Appropriations 
Subcommittee on 
Education/ Senator 
Legg 3/12/2013 
Replaced by 
committee 
substitute 3/14/2013 No 
Floor Amendments 
951478 - delete lines 220 
through 550 and insert 
language specific to the 
mission of the K-20 
education system in 
Florida as well as 
additional language for the 
K-12 system  Senator Legg 4/3/2013 
Senate 
Adopted 4/4/2013 Yes 
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Table 7 continued 
Amendment Sponsor Filed 
Last 
Committee 
Action 
Last 
Committee 
Action 
Date 
Did this 
amendment 
impact the 
SUS 
689644 - delete lines 551 
through 2048 and insert - 
language specific to 
obtaining a high school 
diploma in Florida; student 
assessment in public K-12 
schools; adoption of 
common core standards 
and provisions;  Senator Legg 4/3/2013 
Senate 
Adopted 4/4/2013 No 
Amendment to the 
Amendment - delete line 
1674 and insert verbiage 
on district websites Senator Legg 4/42013 
Senate 
Adopted 4/4/2013 No 
633314 - delete lines 2049 
through 2529 and insert 
language on district K-12 
teacher bonuses; all 
language on preeminence  Senator Legg 4/3/2013 
Senate 
Adopted 4/4/2013 Yes 
Amendment to the 
Amendment - delete lines 
1238 and 1239 and add 
verbiage on amount of 
teacher bonuses Senator Legg 4/4/2013 
Senate 
Adopted 4/4/2013 No 
Senate Bill 1706 Final Engrossed 
219954 - between lines 
2838 and 2839 insert 
language on Florida 
scholarship programs for 
districts Senator Thompson 4/10/2013 
Senate 
Withdrawn 4/10/2013 No 
Source: (Florida Senate, 2013) 
The final version of the bill passed the Florida House with a unanimous vote of present 
members; 116 Yea’s and 0 Nay’s on April 12, 2013 after the third reading.  In the Senate, the 
final version of the bill S1076 e1 passed with 33 Yea’s and 7 Nay’s on April 10, 2012 after the 
third reading.  Senators who did not vote for the bill include: Senators Abrusso district 25, 
Senator Braynon district 36, Senator Bullard district 39, Senator Clemens district 27, Senator 
Joyner district 19, Senator Smith district 31 and Senator Thompson district 12.  The Senate 
President was Senator Gaetz who also proposed the original performance-based funding 
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legislation during the 2012 session. The Bill was approved by Governor Rick Scott on April 22, 
2013.  
Preeminence. Within the final bill, the legislature laid the ground work for state 
preeminence funding a component of performance-based funding as it stands at the present time 
period.  It is important to note preeminent funding and preeminent metrics were not included in 
the originally filed version of the bill it was added in an amendment proposed by Senator Legg 
on April 3, 2013. Preeminence would alter performance-based funding as it would provide 
additional funding and stature to specific universities within the State University System of 
Florida.  Upon adoption, Florida State University and the University of Florida were the only 
two universities of the 12 public universities to qualify as preeminent state university based the 
legislative language detailed below: 
1001.7065 Preeminent state research universities program. 
(1) STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM SHARED GOVERNANCE 
COLLABORATION.—A collaborative partnership is established between the Board of 
Governors and the Legislature to elevate the academic and research preeminence of 
Florida’s highest performing state research universities in accordance with this section.  
(2) ACADEMIC AND RESEARCH EXCELLENCE STANDARDS.—Effective 
July 1, 2013, the following academic and research excellence standards are established 
for the preeminent state research universities program: 
(a) An average weighted grade point average of 4.0 or higher on a 4.0 scale and an 
average SAT score of 1800 or higher for fall semester incoming freshmen, as reported 
annually. 
(b) A top-50 ranking on at least two well-known and highly respected national public 
university rankings, reflecting national preeminence, using most recent rankings. 
(c) A freshman retention rate of 90 percent or higher for full-time, first-time-in-college 
students, as reported annually to the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 
(IPEDS). 
(d) A 6-year graduation rate of 70 percent or higher for full-time, first-time-in-college 
students, as reported annually to the IPEDS. 
(e) Six or more faculty members at the state university who are members of a national 
academy, as reported by the Center for Measuring University Performance in the Top 
American Research Universities (TARU) annual report. 
(f) Total annual research expenditures, including federal research expenditures, of $200 
million or more, as reported annually by the National Science Foundation (NSF). 
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(g) Total annual research expenditures in diversified nonmedical sciences of $150 million 
or more, based on data reported annually by the NSF. 
(h) A top-100 university national ranking for research expenditures in five or more 
science, technology, engineering, or mathematics fields of study, as reported annually by 
the NSF. 
(i) One hundred or more total patents awarded by the United States Patent and Trademark 
Office for the most recent 3-year period. 
(j) Four hundred or more doctoral degrees awarded annually, as reported in the Board of 
Governors Annual Accountability Report. 
(k) Two hundred or more postdoctoral appointees annually, as reported in the TARU 
annual report. 
(l) An endowment of $500 million or more, as reported in the Board of Governors 
Annual Accountability Report. 
(3) PREEMINENT STATE RESEARCH UNIVERSITY DESIGNATION.—The Board 
of Governors shall designate each state research university that meets at least 11 of the 12 
academic and research excellence standards identified in subsection (2) a preeminent 
state research university.  
 (5) PREEMINENT STATE RESEARCH UNIVERSITY SUPPORT.—A state research 
university that, as of July 1, 2013, meets all 12 of the academic and research excellence 
standards identified in subsection (2), as verified by the Board of Governors, shall submit 
to the Board of Governors a 5-year benchmark plan with target rankings on key 
performance metrics for national excellence. Upon approval by the Board of Governors, 
and upon the university’s meeting the benchmark plan goals annually, the Board of 
Governors shall award the university an amount specified in the General Appropriations 
Act to be provided annually throughout the 5-year period. Funding for this purpose is 
contingent upon specific appropriation in the General Appropriations Act. 
 
However, the legislature also provided additional language for other universities to obtain 
the preeminent designation after following the legislation detailed below: 
(6) PREEMINENT STATE RESEARCH UNIVERSITY ENHANCEMENT 
INITIATIVE.—A state research university that, as of July 1, 2013, meets 11 of the 12 
academic and research excellence standards identified in subsection (2), as verified by the 
Board of Governors, shall submit to the Board of Governors a 5-year benchmark plan 
with target rankings on key performance metrics for national excellence. Upon the 
university’s meeting the benchmark plan goals annually, the Board of Governors shall 
3588 award the university an amount specified in the General Appropriations Act to be 
provided annually throughout the 5-year period for the purpose of recruiting National 
Academy Members, expediting the provision of a master’s degree in cloud virtualization, 
and instituting an entrepreneurs-in-residence program throughout its campus. Funding for 
this purpose is contingent upon specific appropriation in the General 3595 Appropriations 
Act. 
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2014 - 2015 Legislation. The only mention of performance-based funding during this 
legislative session is as it relates to the State University System of Florida being part of the 
state’s K-20 education continuum. During the 2015 legislative session, the only mention of 
performance based funding or the State University System of Florida were in the appropriations 
bills. Senate Bill 2050 was the main appropriation bill during the 2015 legislative session. In the 
originally filed bill, the State University System performance-based incentives was budgeted for 
$400,000,000.  This was on top of the direct funding for each of the 12 public universities which 
comprise the State University System of Florida.   
2016 Legislation.  The only bill specific to performance-based funding or the State 
University System of Florida is the 2016-2017 General Appropriations Act (Florida Senate, 
2016). The General Appropriations Act added language specific to performance measures. The 
provisions which directly applied to the State University System of Florida are as follows: 
Section 8 amends s. 1001.7065, F.S. relating to the preeminent state research universities 
program by modifying the academic and research excellence standards and requiring the 
Board of Governors (BOG) to designate each state university that meets at least six of the 
12 academic and research excellence standards as an “emerging preeminent state research 
university.” Section 9 amends s. 1001.92, F.S. to reauthorize the State University System 
(SUS) Performance Based Incentive funding model, for Fiscal Year 2016-2017, to 
evaluate the state universities’ performance on specified metrics. Funding for the SUS 
Performance Based Incentive consists of a state investment, plus an institutional 
investment consisting of funds redistributed from SUS base funding. 
Sections 10 and 11 reenact s. 1008.46, F.S., which has the effect of maintaining a change 
to the date of submission of the Board of Governors annual accountability report from 
December 31 to March 15.  
 
The bill implements the performance funding model for the State College System using 
similar metrics used by the State University System. In addition, the originally filed bill 
mandates some changes to the State University System performance-based funding metrics. The 
legislative changes included in the originally filed House Bill 5003 related to performance-based 
funding are as follows:  
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a. Added: including wage thresholds that reflect the added value of a baccalaureate 
degree. 
b. Added the following subsection: The board shall develop an implementation plan for 
including a metric that addresses the full-time employment rate of 90 percent of 
graduates for each state university's top two, six-digit Classification of Instructional 
Program baccalaureate degrees to be incorporated into the performance funding 
formula beginning in the 2017-2018 fiscal year. The Board of Governors shall submit 
its implementation plan to the Governor, the President of the Senate, and the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives by December 31, 2016. 
c. Added the following language: The Board of Governors shall establish minimum 
performance funding eligibility thresholds for the state's investment and the 
institutional investments. A state university that meets the minimum institutional 
investment eligibility threshold, but fails to meet the minimum state investment 
eligibility threshold, shall have its institutional investment restored but is ineligible 
for a share of the state's investment in performance funding. 
d. Within section three added language to state if a state university fails to meet the 
Board of Governors’ institutional investment performance funding model eligibility 
threshold, the university would no longer simply lose a portion of its institutional 
investment it would have the investment completely withheld, (Florida Senate, 2016).   
The other language specific to the State University System is specific to preeminence. 
The following changes were added to preeminence and state preeminent university language: 
a.  Added the scaling on SAT score to be higher on a 2400-point scale or 1200 or higher 
on a 1600-point scale. 
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b. Added ranking language to include, but not be limited too, the U.S. News & World 
Report rankings.  
c. Memberships in national academy including reports or the official membership 
directories maintained by each national academy.  
d. Revised doctoral degree language to include professional doctoral degrees awarded in 
medical and health care disciplines.  
e. Added language requiring universities to meet the preeminent measures annually. 
In addition to the changes related to the preeminence metrics, the legislature developed a 
framework for universities within the system to achieve preeminence through an alternative 
pathway: emerging preeminence.  This language also deleted the preeminent state university 
enhancement initiative.  The new emerging preeminence legislation is detailed below: 
The Board of Governors shall designate each state university that annually meets at least 
six of the 12 academic 512 and research excellence standards identified in subsection (2) 
as an emerging preeminent state research university (Florida House, 2016). 
(b) A state university designated as an emerging preeminent state research university 
shall submit to the Board of Governors a 5-year benchmark plan with target rankings on 
key performance metrics for national excellence. Upon approval by the Board of 
Governors, and upon the university's meeting the benchmark plan goals annually, the 
Board of Governors shall award the university its proportionate share of any funds 
provided annually to support the program created under this section. 
(c) The award of funds under this subsection is contingent upon funding provided in the 
General Appropriations Act to support the preeminent state research universities program 
created under this section. Funding increases appropriated beyond the amounts funded in 
the prior fiscal year shall be distributed as follows:  
1. Each designated preeminent state research university that meets the criteria in 
paragraph (a) shall receive an equal amount of funding. 
2. Each designated emerging preeminent state research university that meets the 
criteria in paragraph (b) shall receive an amount of funding that is equal to one-
half of the total increased amount awarded to each designated preeminent state 
research university. 
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Table 8 
Timeline of Bill 5003 
Date Chamber Action 
2/4/2016 House Filed, referred to calendar and introduced 
2/5/2016 House Placed on special order calendar for 2/10/2016 
2/10/2016 House Read second time and placed on 3rd reading 
2/11/2016 House Read third time 
Passed with 87 Yeas and 27 Nays 
Immediately certified 
Requests that the Senate pass the bill as passed by the House or agree to 
include the bill in the Budget Conference. 
2/11/2016 Senate In Messages 
Received -SJ 365 
Referred to Appropriations -SJ 367 
Withdrawn from Appropriations -SJ 367 
Placed on Calendar, on 2nd reading -SJ 367 
Substituted for SB 2502 -SJ 368 
Read 2nd time -SJ 368 
Amendment(s) adopted (951174) -SJ 368 
Read 3rd time -SJ 386 
Passed as amended; 39 Yeas and 0 Nays -SJ 386 
The Senate having refused to pass the bill as passed by the House, acceded 
to the request for a conference -SJ 387 
Immediately certified -SJ 387 
2/11/2016 House In returning messages 
2/26/2016 House  Conference Committee appointed: Representatives Corcoran (Chair), Boyd 
(Vice Chair), Albritton (Chair), Broxson, Combee, Cortes, J., Gonzalez, 
Goodson, Jacobs, Jones, S., Mayfield, Pilon, Powell, Raburn, Renner, Smith, 
Fresen (Chair), Adkins, Clarke-Reed, Co:rtes, B., Costello, Fitzenhagen, 
Fullwood, Jones, M., Lee, O'Toole, Perry, Rodrigues, R., Slosberg, Stone, 
Taylor, Nunez (Chair), Antone, Caldwell, Campbell, Diaz, J., Gonzalez, 
Grant, Raulerson, Taylor, Torres, Hudson (Chair), Brodeur, Cruz, 
Cummings, Harrell, Magar, Murphy, Pigman, Richardson, Stevenson, 
Adkins (At Large), Albritton (At Large), Baxley (At Large), Cruz (At 
Large), Diaz, J. (At Large), Gaetz (At Large), Jones, M. (At Large), Moraitis 
(At Large), Oliva (At Large), O'Toole (At Large), Pafford (At Large), 
Raschein (At Large), Richardson (At Large), Stafford (At Large), Trujillo 
(At Large), Williams (At Large), Wood (At Large), Workman (At Large), 
Young (At Large) -HJ 606 
Tables 8 continues on page 90  
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Table 8 continued 
Date Chamber Action 
2/26/2016 Senate Conference Committee appointed: Appropriations Conference Committee: 
Lee (Chair), Benacquisto (Vice Chair), Flores (At Large), Galvano (At 
Large), Grimsley (At Large), Joyner (At Large), Margolis (At Large), 
Richter (At Large), Simmons (At Large), Smith (At Large); Appropriations 
Conference Committee on Criminal and Civil Justice/Justice: Negron 
(Chair), Bradley, Evers, Flores, Hutson, Joyner; Appropriations Conference 
Committee on Education/Education: Gaetz (Chair), Bullard, Galvano, Legg, 
Montford, Simmons, Stargel; Appropriations Conference Committee on 
General Government/Government Operations: Hays (Chair), Altman, 
Braynon, Dean, Margolis, Simpson; Appropriations Conference Committee 
on Health and Human Services/Health Care: Garcia (Chair), Bean, 
Benacquisto, Grimsley, Richter, Smith, Sobel; Appropriations Conference 
Committee on Transportation, Tourism, and Economic 
Development/Transportation and Economic Development: Latvala (Chair), 
Brandes, Clemens, Detert, Diaz de la Portilla, Gibson, Hukill, Sachs, 
Thompson -SJ 512.  Bill placed in Conference (Appropriations Conference 
Committee) 
2/26/2016 House Bill placed in Conference(Appropriations Conference Committee 
3/11/2016 House Conference Committee Report considered 
Conference Committee Report adopted 
Passed as amended by Conference Committee Report; 120 yeas and 0 nays 
3/11/2016 Senate In returning messages 
Conference Committee Report received 
Conference Committee Report adopted 
Passed as amended by Conference Committee Report; 35 yeas and 5 nays 
3/11/2016 House Ordered engrossed, then enrolled. 
Source: (Florida Senate, 2016) 
There were two amendments filed, one by Senator Lee, which was receded.  The 
amendment was not specific to the State University System of Florida or performance-based 
funding. The second amendment sponsored by Senator Corcoran was adopted by the Senate on 
March 11, 2016.  
Table 9 
Vote History House Bill 5003  
Vote Date Chamber Result 
HB5003 Filed 2/11/2016 House  87 Yeas – 27 Nays 
HB5003 Filed 2/11/2016 Senate 39 yeas – 0 Nays 
HB5003 Filed 3/11/2016 House 120 Yeas – 0 Nays 
HB5003 Filed 3/11/2016 Senate 35 yeas – 5 Nays 
Source: (Florida Senate, 2016) 
 
2017 Legislation. There were four bills specific to higher education during the 2017 
legislative session.  The first bill CS/CS Senate Bill 374 was introduced by Senator Galvano on 
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February 3, 2017.  The main purpose of the bill was to rename the Florida College system as the 
Florida Community College System, create the State Board of Community Colleges and finally 
revise the function and primary mission of the Florida K-20 education system.  The bill was 
ultimately vetoed by Governor Rick Scott on June 14, 2017 (Florida Senate Bill 347, 2017). The 
second bill, CS/House Bill 929 titled the Florida College System was proposed by the Post-
Secondary Education Subcommittee and sponsored by Representative Raburn.  The bill did not 
apply to the State University System of Florida, but did apply to the Florida College System.  
The bill died in the Education committee on May 5, 2017 (Florida House Bill 929, 2017).  On 
March 1, 2017, Representative Alexander sponsored House Bill 1125 and on the Senate side, 
Senator Clemens sponsored Senate Bill 1456 which if passed would have required the Office of 
Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability (OPPAGA) to conduct a study relating 
to performance based funding in the community college and State University System of Florida.  
The bill died in the Higher Education Appropriations Subcommittee on May 5, 2017 (Florida 
House, 2017). 
2018 Legislation. 2018 was a fluctuating year in the State University System of Florida. 
Not only was performance-based funding on the legislative agenda, so were the operations of the 
universities which comprise the State University System of Florida. The main legislation specific 
to the State University System of Florida was Senate Bill 4 proposed by Senator Galavano. With 
this bill, the Senator proposed the bill be titled “the Florida Excellence in Higher Education Act 
of 2018.”  
The bill developed through legislative language various funding streams for the State 
University System of Florida.  The first of the streams was the World Class Faculty and Scholar 
Program. The goal of this program was to provide funding and a mechanism to recruit world-
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class faculty to increase the competitiveness of the universities in the state system.  The other 
funding stream was entitled “State University Professional and Graduate Degree Excellence 
Program.” The goal of the program was to enhance the quality and excellence of the graduate 
and professional schools and degree programs in medicine, law and business all designed to 
expand the economic impact of the universities within the State University System of Florida 
(Senate Bill 4, 2018).  
Along with its changes to performance-based funding, the bill added new measures to 
preeminence which detailed changes to funding mechanisms for universities within the State 
University System of Florida.  The legislation also adjusted the funding amount beginning in the 
2018-2019 academic year to be one-fourth, versus one half of the total increased amount 
awarded to each of the preeminent universities within the system. More specifically, it added the 
following language to the preeminent state university program: 
ACADEMIC AND RESEARCH EXCELLENCE STANDARDS.—The following 
academic and research excellence standards are established for the preeminent state 
research universities program:  
(d) A 4-year graduation rate of 60 percent or higher for full-time, first-time-in-college 
students, as reported to the IPEDS. However, for the 2018 determination of a state 
university’s preeminence designation and the related distribution of the 2018-2019 fiscal 
year appropriation associated with preeminence and emerging preeminence, a university 
is considered to have satisfied this graduation rate measure by attaining a 6-year 
graduation rate of 70 percent or higher by October 1, 2017, for full-time, first-time-in-
college students, as reported to the IPEDS and confirmed by the Board of Governors, 
(Florida Senate, 2018). 
  
Table 10 
Timeline of Senate Bill 4 
 
Date Chamber Action 
8/302017 Senate Filed, referred to Education Committee, the Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Higher Education and the Appropriations Committee.  
9/5/2017 Senate Placed on the September 12, 2017 Education Committee Agenda 
10/2/2017 Senate Placed on the October 9, 2017 Education Committee Agenda 
10/9/2017 Senate Passed the Senate Education Committee 9 Yeas and 0 Nays 
10/10/2017 Senate In the Appropriations Subcommittee on Higher Education 
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Table 10 continued 
Date Chamber Action 
10/20/2017 Senate  Placed on the November 8, 2017 Appropriations Subcommittee on Higher 
Education Agenda  
11/8/2017 Senate Passed the Appropriations Subcommittee on Higher Education – 6 Yeas 
and 0 Nays 
Sent to the Appropriations Committee 
11/27/2017 Senate  Placed on the December 6, 2017 Appropriations Agenda 
12/6/2017 Senate Committee Substitute passed the Appropriations Committee 19 Yeas and 0 
Nays. 
12/8/2017 Senate Pending reference review under rule 4.7(2) – Committee Substitute 
12/12/2017 Senate  Placed on the Calendar for a 2nd reading 
1/8/2018 Senate Placed on the January 11, 2018 Special Order Calendar 
1/9/2018 Senate  Introduced, Committee Substitute by Appropriations read 1st time.  
1/11/2018 Senate  Read 2nd time 
Amendment(s) (526604 and 662816) – passed 
Amendment (398480) failed 
Read 3rd time 
Committee Substitute passed as amended – 34 Yeas and 0 Nays 
1/11/2018 House In messages 
2/27/2018 House Referred to the calendar 
Placed on the to the March 2, 2018 Special Order Calendar 
Received 
3/2/2018 House  Substituted for CS/CS/House Bill 423 
Read 2nd time 
Placed on 3rd reading 
3/5/2018 House Read 3rd time 
Amendment (511359) – failed 
Amendment (843425) adopted 
Committee Substitute passed as amended 84 Yeas and 28 Nays 
3/5/2018 Senate In returning messages 
Amendments to the House amendments (104550 and 709462  
Concurred in 1 amendment (843425) 
Committee Substitute passed as amended 33 Yeas and 5 Nays 
Ordered engrossed and then enrolled 
3/6/2018  Signed by Officers and presented to the Governor 
3/11/2018  Approved by the Governor 
3/12/2018  Chapter No. 2018-4 
Source: (Florida Senate, 2018) 
 The legislative evolution of performance-based funding in the State University System of 
Florida, as stated above is rooted in legislative language and through the policies and guidelines 
of the Florida Board of Governors.  The evolution of performance-based funding was a 
responsive action to the varied critical factors which are detailed thematically below.  Along with 
the critical factors which led to performance-based funding’s implementation, there are key 
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moments and components to address which were happening nationally and in Florida. The next 
section of this chapter will detail the critical factors which led to the development, evolution and 
implementation of performance based funding in the State University System of Florida.  
Research Question Two Findings 
 Through a combination of document analysis and interviews, specific themes were 
evident in the research which ultimately answer the second research question.  The secondary 
documents and interviews were organized using Nivio, a technology tool used to assist 
researchers in organizing data. Then I defined the common themes within text, interviews and 
other documents.  Research Question Two: What were the critical factors which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher education performance-based funding 
policy in Florida? The themes detailed below are as follows: economic factors, the accountability 
movement, the political factors, the power of the system and higher education as a public good.   
Theme one primary document analysis findings.   
 
To fully understand the economic factors which led to performance-based funding, one 
must go back to the 1993-1994 through 1997-1998 Strategic Plan by the Florida Board of 
Regents. Between 1998 through 2003 State University System of Florida saw rapid growth 
specific to enrollment; however, it also saw financial challenges and more “talk” of performance-
based funding measures.  During this period, the State University System of Florida received 
8.6% of General Revenue Funds.  During this period, the tuition at the universities had risen less 
than the nation as a whole.    
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“The state of Florida ranked 41st in state taxes for higher education.  This placed Florida 
in the lower position nationally in overall support for the State University System of 
Florida” (Board of Regents, 1997). 
Another funding component at this time was the increase in endowments in the State 
University System of Florida from a total of $55 million to a total over $100 million. In addition, 
the state universities saw a major increase of private sector gifts during this period of $199 
million up from $10 million in 1987.  To further understand the economic indicators, one must 
look back to the 1988 legislation which developed the State University System Facility 
Challenge Grant Program. This trust fund would match funds from private sources in order to 
build and support instructional and research related capital facilities.  From 1988 to 1998 this 
resulted in more than $11.7 million for the state University System, it also represented a 
significant reliance upon private donations as well as efforts to raise funds by the universities 
which comprised the State University System of Florida (Florida Board of Regents, 1997).  
Within the 1998 through 2003 Strategic Plan for the State University System of Florida, 
differential tuition was detailed.  At this time, the tuition and fees at each of the universities was 
determined by the Board of Regents.   
“Differential tuition would provide varied schedules of fees based on the mission of each 
university.  This funding mechanism was established by the Florida Legislature to 
generate additional matriculation and out of state tuition revenue to achieve the 
accountability/performance-based program budgeting goals described in Florida Statutes. 
Legislation enacted during the 1998 legislative session equates accountability measures 
to performance-based funding measures.” (Florida Board of Regents, 1997). 
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However, the Board of Regents still needed to seek authority in the legislative general 
appropriations act to implement differential tuition based on mission for each of the universities 
within the State University System of Florida.  
 
Theme one secondary document analysis findings.  
 
The Florida economy is unique.  The state does not collect state income taxes and the 
majority of the state’s revenue is generated from sales tax, which in the 2018 fiscal year 
generated approximately $26 billion dollars in revenue and the corporate income tax which 
generated approximately two billion annually (Tampa Times, 2018).  However, the state’s 
economic forecast was not always as sunny.  In 2008, the state like most of the country was in a 
recession which saw dramatic reductions in revenue. However, there are varied economic factors 
which influenced the passage and evolution of performance-based funding in the State 
University System of Florida including; increases in Medicaid spending, costs associated with 
the 9/11 terrorist attacks and their impact on the tourism industry, as well as multiple state 
mandates including the passage of the class size amendment.  In addition, students were facing 
growing student debt challenges which have grown to over one billion dollars.  
In the years preceding the 2008 recession, there were varied challenges and economic 
factors which impacted the available funding to support the State University System of Florida.  
Following the terrorist attacks on 9/11, the State of Florida faced a challenging period as 
evidenced by the State of State Address by then Governor Jeb Bush.  During his 2003 State of 
the State Address Governor Bush emphasized the importance of shoring up the tourist industry, a 
key economic driver in Florida.  In his 2003 State of the State address, the Governor Bush 
indicated he would request over $20 million dollars to support Visit Florida, the state’s main 
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tourist industry organization.  This was the start of a series of requests to mend and support the 
state’s tourist industry.  There were additional legislative requests throughout the Bush, Crist and 
Scott administrations to support the tourism industry.  The period which preceded the 2008 
recession saw an increase in the number of constitutional amendments with unknown costs, 
including, the class size amendment and high speed rail (Bush, 2002).   
One of the major economic factors which affected the State before the adoption of 
performance-based funding was the increase in state Medicaid expenditures and other state 
mandates.  In his 2002 State of the State Address, Governor Bush detailed how health and human 
services spending increased by four billion dollars which was up 69% over the previous four 
years (Bush, 2002). By 2005, it was noted by the Governor that Medicaid costs continue to 
increase by more than 13% annually while the state revenues grew an average of six percent.  In 
his first State of the State Address, former Governor Charlie Crist requested $3.8 billion dollars 
to meet the class size mandate, which was a 19% increase over the previous budget level.  This 
would have equated to a $10.7 billion dollar investment over a five year period (Crist, 2007). 
The 2008 recession resulted in shifts in resources and the state carefully evaluating the resources 
received from tourism, state stimulus funds and revenue streams.  At the time, the Governor 
recommended a two-million dollar investment in workforce programs to offset increased 
unemployment from the recession which was at a 16-year high (Crist, 2008).  
The economic challenges of the recession continued for the state of Florida, which 
included cuts in human services and changes in funding priorities with the election of Governor 
Rick Scott. One of the Governor’s first acts was a mandate to review any contract over one-
million dollars (Scott, 2011). During this period, the economy in Florida began to slowly turn 
around.  At this time performance-based funding was once again on the forefront in university 
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funding as there were differences in methods to fund the State University System of Florida 
between former Governor’s Crist and Scott.  Other economic factors were tuition increases and 
tuition differential challenges.  During the Crist administration, the principal funding discussion 
for the State University System was centered on tuition increases and tuition differentials.  When 
Governor Rick Scott was elected the discussion changed as the Governor did not want to the 
state universities to increase tuition. They had different backgrounds as well as different 
philosophies in regards to higher education funding. Rick Scott was Governor after serving in 
large businesses in healthcare.  The adoption of performance-based funding was the chosen path 
by the Board of Governors, legislators and Governor Scott to keep tuition low also while 
performing extremely well in national rankings (Christie, 2014). 
In its first year of funding, 2013, the performance-based funding pool was $20 million 
dollars in legislative allocations (Roldan, 2015).  In an editorial to the Bradenton Herald, 
Chancellor Marshall Criser III detailed how performance -based funding would impact the state 
financially including a proposed $50 million in new money for the system (Criser, 2014). The 
funding for performance level has increased annually. In 2014 Governors Rick Scott signed the 
state’s budget which included $200 million dollars for performance-based funding. This level 
has increased since the adoption of the policy funding (Florida Board of Governors, 2014). 
Theme one interview findings. 
  
Through interviews I discovered the relationship and connection with higher education in 
the State University System of Florida and the economy was a main factor in the implementation 
of performance-based funding.  Among all interviews one of the main themes which came across 
from higher education leaders, staff members, elected officials and influencers was the 
relationship between the economy and performance-based funding in the State University 
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System of Florida.  One such comment from Interviewee S4 was “Florida was one of the first 
states to start to recover from severe economic recession of 2008.” All participants further stated 
the economy was the main factor leading to the adoption of performance-based funding in the 
State University System of Florida. The economy changed the way in which universities 
operated, functioned and often the way they hired.  Because the economy was so bad, the only 
way to get state funding was to be accountable to the residents of the state of Florida. As noted 
by Interviewee S2,  
“Economically, I think it was a matter of having limited resources and want to make sure 
they’re spent appropriately.  So, it’s interesting because it started with extra money.  We 
were going to add money as an incentive money.  It is a shame we have not moved 
forward with a better economic system since the economy has been so much better up 
until this month,” (S2, 2020). 
 Outside of the recession, there were other economic factors which were taking place 
which led to performance-based funding; one such issue was how universities support the 
economy of Florida.  All of the higher education leaders, elected officials and influencers noted 
the importance of the universities in attracting businesses to the state.  Interviewees HE2, S1, E1, 
E2 noted how the University of South Florida was a huge factor in many businesses coming to 
the Tampa Bay area.  The staff members and higher education leaders also indicated they felt it 
imperative to graduate students in a timely manner, to help get students to work so they could 
support the local, state and national economy.   
 There are also economic and accountability factors which impacted the implementation 
of performance-based funding.  According to Interviewees HE1, S1, E2, OS1, OS2 and I2 is the 
ability to helping students graduate with less debt.  As Interviewee HE1 stated on multiple 
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occasions, “If we can get students to graduate early, they accumulate less debt and can go into 
the workforce and contribute to the economy.” Interviewee HE 1 stated “I think that was one of 
the major goals in looking at from the economic state, and when they did a survey, I think the 
Department of Education began that as well looking at student debt and also default rate for 
students with that debt.” This trend is evident as we evaluate the level of student loan debt.  
According to the Federal Reserve, the overall student loan debt is over $1.6 trillion dollars.  The 
average amount of student loan debt is over $35,359.00 (Federal Reserve, 2019). The level of 
student debt was mentioned by all of the higher education leaders, elected officials and 
influencers as an economic critical factor, which led the Board of Governors to focus on 
graduation rates and retention.   
Theme one: economic factors. 
 
 As reported by the preceding findings the main theme identified by document analysis 
and interviews was the economic impacts which led to performance-based funding in the State 
University System of Florida.  The economic indicators include the changes in how the State 
University System was funded, the economic impacts following the September 11th terrorist 
attacks, the increases in state Medicaid costs as well as other state expenditures including the 
cost size amendment.  The other main economic factor was the recession of 2008 and its impact 
on the Florida economy.  Other economic indicators were also identified including previous 
strategic funding philosophies, the 9/11 terrorist attacks as well as the costs associated with state 
mandates.  While there are varied themes within this dissertation, few are as significant as those 
rooted in the economy. 
Theme two primary document analysis findings. 
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The 2005 through 2013 State University System of Florida strategic plan was approved 
by the Board of Governors in June 2005. This was the first strategic plan developed under the 
Board of Governors.  The main strategies were all related to accountability and performance.  
The three strategies were to establish goals, establish the optimum structure and establish 
accountability. The strategic plan provided the Board of Governor’s seven accountability 
measures along with what each of the State University System will be accountable for is detailed 
as follows: 
1. Graduation rates; 
2. Production of bachelor’s, master’s, professional, and doctoral degrees; 
3. Meet statewide professional and workforce needs; 
4. Number and percent of students from underserved populations who enroll in and 
complete a baccalaureate degree program; 
5. Proportion of test takers who pass required licensure/certification exams; 
6. Academic learning compacts; 
7. Build world-class, academic research capacity and nationally recognized 
programs (Florida Board of Governors, 2005). 
Theme two secondary document analysis findings.    
 
Florida was committed to instilling performance measures which addressed 
accountability at every level in the State University System of Florida.  Florida is not the first 
state to adopt performance measures.  The first state to adopt performance measures was 
Tennessee in 1979 (Dougherty & Reddy, 2013; see also Tandberg & Hillman, 2014). By 2012, 
there were dozens of states that had adopted performance-based funding with varied performance 
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metrics as either a basis or the main funding mechanism for funding for their state systems.  
Florida was the first to use performance metrics to establish a minimum as a basis for university 
funding (Florida Board of Governors, 2014).  Governor Scott was not the first Florida Governor 
to address accountability and excellence within the State University of Florida.  In his 2008 State 
of the State address, Former Governor Crist stated, “I am as committed as ever to keeping our 
schools affordable, but we must also enable them to achieve excellence,” (Crist, 2008). With 
Governor Rick Scott’s signing of the budget on June 2, 2014, Board of Governor’s Vice Chair 
Tom Kuntz stated, “This is a landmark day for our State University System, With the support of 
Governor Scott, The State University System can now implement its plan to raise all of our 
universities to a new level of efficiency, accountability and academic quality,” (Board of 
Governors News article, 2014).  
Credibility and accountability were two of the key factors identified through secondary 
document analysis including state of the state addresses as well as news articles and blogs.  
According to all sources which fall in this category, accountability was a priority of the Florida 
Board of Governors.  At the time, the universities were put on notice to do well and to reach 
academic and prescribed outcomes and they would receive their funding.  Nevertheless, when 
originally passed, this was not the case if a university landed in the bottom three of the scoring.    
State University Chancellor Marshall Criser III stated in a meeting “It’s actually about 
credibility.  Our conversation with our elected leaders gains credibility when we have skin in the 
game.  I believe that this model achieves academic excellence, it provides our universities with 
the flexibility to go to the next level,” (Board of Governors News Article, 2014).  The passage of 
the current model was not the first in the nation as noted by the chairman of the Board of 
Governors Budget and Finance Committee, Tom Kuntz.  Florida, like other states was passing 
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legislation to increase accountability.  In a 2014 editorial to the Bradenton Herald, former 
Chancellor Criser wrote “this is not a one-size-fits-all measure for our universities.  Rather, it 
rewards the universities that focus to achieve year-over-year improvement, requiring universities 
to compete against themselves than each other,” (Criser, 2014).  
Theme two interview findings.   
 
At the onset of my interviews, it was abundantly clear that all participants agree and 
support some form of accountability measures within the state system.  All of the participants 
agree on accountability and feel it is in the best interest of the individual universities which 
comprise the system to be accountable to their students, families, faculty, staff and alumni base. 
Interviewee HE2 stated,  
“I think it is phenomenally helpful to have performance-based funding that is based in 
accountability it was very appropriate and timely.  It was important, it has changed the 
learning experiences of our students, and for parents.  It also makes the colleges and 
universities more responsible for what they do, how they teach and the outcomes,” (HE2, 
2020) 
The method of measurement and the choice of metrics was not agreed upon by the 
majority of interview participants.  All interview participants mentioned the importance of 
accountability within the system.  The Tennessee model politically spurred the Board of 
Governors and the state to start thinking about performance-based funding for the State 
University System of Florida. Nonetheless, Florida is not Tennessee and they do not use 
performance-based funding in a punitive manner. Tennessee only has about five percent of their 
funds at risk on an annual basis. The majority of which also noted, it is one of the mechanisms 
that was missing in previous funding philosophy in the system.  All of the interview participants 
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addressed some of the flaws they saw with the development, implementation and continued 
evolution of performance-based funding in the State University System of Florida.  One such 
flaw is the method of altering the metrics in March for the previous year.  The other main flaw is 
the one size fits all mentality.   
Before performance-based funding, universities in the State University System of Florida 
were funded based upon their enrollment data.  Therefore, the more students the university 
enrolled the more funding the university would receive.  There were no performance metrics 
associated with funding.  One higher education leader, Interviewee HE2 noted this led to inflated 
enrollments, and enrolling students without focusing on their graduation but their enrollment 
(HE2, 2020). With performance-based funding this changed. While there was still enrollment 
funding there was also a greater emphasis on student success.  The measures also supported 
schools such as USF and UCF who would have probably not received some of the funding it 
received without performance-based funding (S1, OS1, OS2, 2020).  
Higher Education leaders and those who were grouped in the staff category focused some 
of their responses to how performance-based funding and accountability has helped their 
individual institutions and the system as a whole.  Interviewees HE1, HE2 and HE3 all indicated 
they all see the benefit of their institutions being part of such a powerful system.  Staff also noted 
the importance of not only being part of such a strong system but how the funding associated 
with the metrics has pushed some of the regional schools within the system to be more strategic 
in their ways of work to improve their ranking which according to Interviewee S1 will ultimately 
improve the power of not only the flagship university, The University of Florida but will 
improve the overall system.  
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 Interview participants also noted flaws in the implementation and evolution of 
performance-based funding.  One such flaw is directly associated with reporting.  At the June 
meeting every year, the Board of Governors releases the scores and rankings for each university 
within the State University System of Florida for the previous academic year.  Therefore, in June 
2020, the Board will release the rankings of the schools for the 2018-2019 academic year.  It is 
time consuming for the universities to calculate the data and send to the Board of Governors.  
Then, they must compile the data to determine the rankings based on the ten metrics.  A major 
flaw in this system as identified by one of the higher education participants is how the Board of 
Governors reviews the metrics in March of each year.  The problem, according to this and other 
participants is the Board of Governors changing the metrics for an academic year after the 
academic year is over. Therefore, the universities will constantly have challenges in meeting an 
ever evolving metric system without a change or an intervention from the Florida Legislature, 
which according to higher education leaders is not always the optimum outcome due to the 
“political-ness” of the Florida Legislature (HE3, 2020). This also presented challenges to the 
staff at the Board of Governors according to another interview participant who stated “how can 
we measure what is constantly changing?” (S2, 2020). 
 Another flaw is the metrics used to measure the universities annually do not take into 
account the uniqueness of the universities which comprise the system. According to Interviewees 
HE1, HE2 and HE3 it was a disservice to the system as a whole.  Another noted this is corrupt 
and generally a metric system which does not measure, but punish. Of the staff group 
interviewed all but one agreed, the biggest mistake in this whole process was not recognizing 
university missions as originally stated in multiple State University System of Florida Strategic 
Plans as well as the former Chancellor Criser.   
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One of the benefits of the State University System is the diversity of the universities 
which comprise the system. All of the universities have different missions, different goals and 
they have an impact of the economy; locally, statewide and nationally.  According to Interviewee 
HE1, it is very important to have accountability, but the universities should be measured upon 
peer institutions and not necessarily a one size fits all system (HE1, 2020).  All of the higher 
education leaders noted the importance of the big four universities within the system and should 
probably have the same metrics. The regional schools should have a different set of metrics, 
which actually appreciated the unique missions and students.  Interviewee HE3 stated, “for 
instance, when it comes to a school like New College, which is nationally ranked as one of the 
top ten liberal arts colleges in the country.  Well, they should not be measured against Florida 
State, but measured against a peer institution.” Again, there were no disagreements between 
interview participants across all groups regarding the lack of recognition of the diversity of the 
system as it relates to the performance-based funding metrics.  Interviewees S1, S2, HE1 and 
HE2 all noted that to be effective and truly be accountable, the Board of Governors should revise 
the metrics if they are going to continue to use them.  More importantly, they should also 
recognize the schools who serve students that are disadvantaged, from a lower socio-economic 
family, come from low-performing school and are not ready for college.  All agreed one could 
not measure the graduation rates for these students using the same metrics you use for students 
who come from high-income families, high-performing schools and ready for college. Students 
with barriers to college readiness tend to graduate at a lower rate than others, therefore the 
metrics should be changed according to all interview participants.  
 There was a consensus between the other stakeholders, influencers, staff and elected 
officials about the inclusion and role of preeminence.  As summarized by Interviewees S2, S3, 
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I1, I3, HE1, HE2 and well as E1 and E2, there is a huge disservice to regional schools as it will 
be a challenge for any of them to ever receive a portion of the preeminence funding.  Currently 
only Florida State University, University of Florida and the University of South Florida are 
considered preeminent state universities.  Interviewee HE3 commented that the problem with 
preeminence is you have these huge schools, which rightly deserve the stature, competing for 
funds with schools like New College. It would have been more appropriate to have preeminent 
universities in a completely separate category and not compete for funds with the regional non-
research focused universities. Interviewees OS1, OS2 and E1 also noted they know the Florida 
performance-based funding model is not the best model, and expect to see some changes (E1, 
OS1, OS2, 2020).  Interviewees E1 and E2 noted there is currently talk to revise some of the 
metrics to include others which could change the system for the better (E1, E2, 2020).  
Theme two: Accountability. 
 
 The second theme identified in the preceding sections through primary and secondary 
document analysis and interviews is accountability.  The accountability movement did not begin 
in Florida. Florida is now seen one of the leaders of using accountability standards in 
performance-based funding according to one of the influencers interviewed.  The development of 
accountability measures began before performance-based funding was adopted by the Florida 
Board of Governors. The preceding sections detailed the findings associated with accountability 
and performance-based funding initially through primary document analysis findings, secondary 
document analysis findings as well as interview findings.  
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Theme three secondary document analysis findings.  
 
In the decade before performance-based funding was officially adopted, all branches of 
the Florida government were controlled by officials who were registered republicans.  This was a 
shift from the previous decade where there was varied parties in positions of power in the Florida 
Government including former Governor Lawton Chiles and Buddy McKay who were registered 
democrats.  This change in the makeup of elected officials also brought forth different priorities 
for the state and the State University System of Florida. Another political shift, is one felt not 
only in Florida but on a national level.  Governors Bush and Crist both supported the State 
University System and worked to provide funding.  However, based on the analysis, none were 
more intent on creating the performance-based funding model than Governor Rick Scott.  
In 2010, Florida elected Governor Rick Scott as the 45th Governor of Florida.  Governor 
Scott served two terms and was a driving force in the adoption of performance-based funding. 
Prior to the election, Governor Scott was the Chief Executive Office and Chairman of the 
world’s largest healthcare company (Scott Biography, 2020). His election was a shift for the state 
in electing a business leader with no experience in public service. In his 2011 State of the State 
Governor Scott indicated, “A vast majority of legislators were elected, as I was, on our promise 
of smaller government, lower taxes, less regulation, support for job creation, individual 
opportunity, individual accountability, and more freedom,” (Scott, 2011). As a business leader, 
Scott came into office with a different philosophy which guided his work with the State 
University System of Florida. This was evident during his 2012 State of the State Address in 
which he detailed “Having spent decades in business and now a year in government, I’m 
convinced more than ever that with few exceptions the best thing government can do is create a 
level field for all competitors and then get out of the way so they can compete,” (Scott, 2012).  
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This quote is one that can be used to display his philosophy related to the State University as 
with other governmental entities in the state.   
Theme three interview findings.  
 
Politics in Florida and in the State University System have been unique in the dance 
between those who govern and those who have authority and accountability to manage the 
system.  All of the interview participants shared varied political factors which influenced the 
implementation and evolution of performance-based funding in the State University System of 
Florida. One such issue is the nature of political alliances in the Florida legislature.  While there 
are partisan challenges, there are also alliances based upon their Alma Mater.  As one interview 
participant stated, “You know it is political based on Alma Mater when the Senate 
Appropriations chair states that the University of Florida will not lose one penny no matter what 
the scores say,” (S2, 2020). Another issue noted by the higher education leaders, influencers, 
staff and other stakeholders is the method in which the legislature intercedes in higher education 
policy which directly impacts students and how universities plan, operate and educate. 
Interviewee HE3 detailed how there was also interference within the Board of Governors during 
one year when both the University of North Florida and Florida State University tied for one of 
the bottom three spots.  Before this occurred, the precedence was to include all schools in the 
bottom three who scored in the bottom three.  This precedent was changed so Florida State 
University would not be in the bottom three.  
In Florida there are political streams and actors as defined by Kingdon (2011) which are 
political influencers not based on their political ideology but their alliances and allegiances to 
their Alma Mater.  This was evident in interviews with many of the staff members in this study.  
One participant stated: “Performance-based funding was not implemented appropriately as I 
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think it was a way for two schools to get more funding.  And they were looking for and I think 
they thought they would, when it was initially put in place, that the University of Florida and 
Florida State would be the major benefactors of the funding,” (S1, 2020). It is important to note, 
that the majority of the individuals I interviewed stated they felt performance-based funding was 
designed to support the flagship universities in the state and not the full system.  
Both higher education leaders, staff and other stakeholders discussed how the Florida 
Legislature’s continued ‘meddling” in the system, specifically the metrics, are often hindering 
universities and their ability to maneuver the rules of performance-based funding.  All 
participants lamented their disgust of the bottom three rule.  This rule within the model detailed 
that any university that landed in the bottom three of the scoring would lose their funding. This 
placed schools in a perilous situation.  Interviewee OS2 stated “The Board of Governors did the 
right thing when they finally got rid of that horrible rule.”  In November 2018 the Florida Board 
of Governors voted to remove the penalty for universities ending up in the bottom three in the 
utilized point scale (Florida Board of Governors, 2018). 
Theme three: It’s all political, or is it? 
 
 The fourth theme identified through a review of primary documents, secondary 
documents and interviews offer a clear landscape of the political environment of Florida was 
painted. Florida by nature has a diverse electorate and political history.  There are varied political 
ideologies associated with performance-based funding, the Board of Governors and the role of 
elected officials which influenced how performance-based funding evolved as the funding 
mechanism for the universities which comprise the State University System of Florida.  There 
are also components of the Florida political frame which make it unique in how it operates and 
influences higher education public policy and the State University System of Florida.   
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Theme four secondary document analysis findings.  
 
In analyzing secondary documents, it became clear the elected officials in the State of 
Florida, specifically the Governor’s state of the state addresses and interviews, there was a 
consensus to financially support the State University System of Florida as they recognized the 
role of public higher education in supporting the goals of not only the individual but the state and 
the nation.  
In Governor Jeb Bush’s 2004 State of the State address, he highlighted the importance of 
educating Florida’s youth in the public school system including the State University System of 
Florida.  He spoke of inspiration, of the increased high school graduation rates and increases in 
K-12 competencies.  During this speech, he highlighted the roles of teachers, student 
achievement and how this will potentially impact the state through positive outcomes.  Governor 
Bush stated “The improved results reflect improved education in our state and expanded 
opportunity for the next generation of Floridians,” (Bush, 2003). In his 2004 State of the State, 
Governor Bush discussed the importance of public higher education.  He highlighted how public 
higher education is a value to all Floridians, especially those whom might not be able to attend 
college if it were not for some of the programs put in place at the State University System of 
Florida (Bush, 2004). In his final State of the State address, Governor Bush requested the largest 
increase in the history of the needs-based Florida Student Assistance Grant program.  This would 
provide $135 million dollars in financial aid to help 117,000 Florida students. There were 
numerous mentions of the importance of the system and how the system along with its students 
support the state. Governor Bush requested $100 million dollars from the Florida Legislature to 
recruit scholars and their teams to further the Florida economy and put Florida on the “vanguard” 
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of emerging technologies to help universities, students and communities to create jobs for 
graduates (Bush, 2006). 
 During Governor Crist’s second State of the State address he requested five billion 
dollars to support the State University System of Florida which represented an increase from the 
previous year. In addition, Crist stated “Florida’s universities and community colleges provide 
the next critical step in the education of our people.  The institutions are producing the future 
leaders of our state, our nation and the world.  We must continue to invest in higher education,” 
(Crist, 2007). Crist’s commitment continued and he stated in 2008 that the state must renew a 
commitment to public higher education.  The state of the Florida’s economy was dependent upon 
the graduates of the state’s universities and community colleges.  He once again committed to 
request funds from the Florida Legislature to support both the State University System of Florida 
and the community college system. (Crist, 2008).  Crist went as far as stating, “I am committed 
in giving our universities the resources they need to be the best in the nation,” (Crist, 2008). 
 Theme four interview findings. 
 
While there are different meanings of the role of government and higher education 
among interview participants across all categories, a commonality is their belief that investing in 
the State University System of Florida will not only help the schools, it will benefit the state of 
Florida, economically, socially and even morally. As noted by Interviewee OS1, without public 
higher education, there would be a lack of citizens with a solid education.  As Interviewee HE1 
noted, public higher education also leads to societal changes and acceptance and ultimately helps 
the workforce, helps the economy of each state and ultimately the United States. The role of 
education in our society is further supported by providing the appropriate level of funding to 
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ensure students are provided with the opportunity to further their dreams.  As Interviewee HE1 
put it, as we invest in public higher education we should teach our students to learn, then earn 
and then return.  While this is not a sentiment specific to public higher education, it is one that 
we have worked to do in the State University System of Florida.   
Theme Four: the value of public higher education  
 
 The final theme of this chapter while not a critical factor which led to the implementation 
of performance-based funding in the State University System of Florida is one which lamented 
the importance of public higher education.  While conducting secondary document analysis and 
interviews there was an emphasis placed on how investing in public higher education is not only 
good for students but supports the society in which we reside. A school of thought that exists 
with interview participants was the importance of investing public funds in the public 
universities which comprise the State University System of Florida.  All interview participants 
mentioned and highlighted the role and value of the State University System of Florida and its 
graduates. By the nature of their mission universities graduate students.  However, they also 
serve as incubators of ideas, patents and opportunities to enhance the state and the nation. 
Summary 
In Chapter Four, I presented a review of the results from the research which encompassed 
primary and secondary document analysis and interviews with varied stakeholders in the 
following groups: elected officials, higher education leaders, staff, other stakeholders and 
influencers.  To address Research Question One, I conducted an in-depth analysis and 
elucidation of the legislative evolution of performance-based funding in the State University 
System of Florida.  To address Research Question Two which is specific to the critical factors 
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which led to the implementation of performance-based funding in the system, four critical factor 
themes were identified along with an outlying theme which was not a critical factor, but a 
contributing factor about the importance and role of the State University System of Florida.  The 
main themes identified in this chapter include economic factors, the accountability movement, 
the political-ness of the State of Florida and the overall interest in investing in the State 
University System of Florida to support individual, community, state and national goals. In 
Chapter Five, I will discuss the findings in relation to the Kingdon’s “Agendas, Alternatives and 
Public Policies,” which served as the theoretical framework for my research.  I will detail the 
current status of preeminence and performance-based funding.  In addition, I will share the 
implications for further research and lessons learned and how and/or what I would have done 
differently to complete this study. Finally, I will discuss limitations.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND OPPORTUNITIES 
 
“An investment in knowledge pays the best interest” – Benjamin Franklin 
The purpose of this qualitative, historical, public policy analysis was to research, analyze 
and delineate the historical evolution and implementation of performance-based funding in the 
State University System of Florida from 1996 to December 31, 2018.  While there are studies 
rooted in literature which focus on performance-based funding. There continues to be a gap in 
the literature specific to the political, economic and social critical factors which influenced the 
adoption of this public policy.  There are more recent additions to the literature on the fiscal 
impacts of performance-based funding. Dougherty et al.  (2012, 2013, 2014) analyzed some of 
the political influences, political processes, and effectiveness of performance-based funding as a 
national higher education policy. Studies have not specifically analyzed the political 
underpinnings of the policy in Florida. To conduct this study, I employed primary and secondary 
document analysis as well as interviews to address the following two research questions: 
1. How has performance-based funding evolved as a funding mechanism for public four-
year universities in Florida, which comprise the State University System?  
2. What were the critical factors which influenced the passage, adoption, and 
implementation of the higher education performance-based funding policy in Florida? 
This chapter includes an interpretation of the key themes identified in Chapter Four; the 
economy, accountability, the political-ness of the State of Florida and finally the importance of 
investing in public higher education for the advancement of individual, state and national goals.  
The interpretation of data is then detailed through Kingdon’s (2011) Agenda’s Alternatives and 
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Public Policies as the framework of the study.   Kingdon’s (2011) public policy framework is 
designed to analyze public policies in the context of critical issues, trends and factors.  I used this 
this framework to interpret the thematic areas to identify factors and indicators within the three 
streams which work independently to guide public policy decisions.  As detailed in previous 
chapters, the streams are the problem stream, the political stream and the policy stream.  When 
viewed collectively the streams converge to set policy, in this case, performance-based funding 
in the State University System of Florida.  Within this chapter, I will provide details on the 
current status of preeminence as well as what is next for performance-based funding in the State 
University System of Florida.  Additionally, I will discuss the limitations of the study, 
recommendations for future research, as well as what I wish I had done differently in the context 
of my study.      
Statement of the problem 
There is a gap of knowledge on the critical factors which led to the implementation of the 
policy specific to the Florida system (Dar, 2012 & Mullin, 2011).  Higher Education is at a 
critical moment.  There are political and economic challenges which on a daily basis have the 
potential to impact the face of higher education in the United States.   
There have been dramatic changes in the levels of federal and state funding for higher 
education.  As the competition for funding increases at a time when there are uncertain 
government-funding sources, higher education leaders may need additional resources to support 
and understand how public policy operates, and the ways they can influence it.  Economically, 
the State University System’s support from the State of Florida has decreased by more than 20% 
in inflation adjusted funding per student (Florida Board of Governors 2012-2015 Strategic Plan, 
2011).  
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There are no signs that the accountability movement will be abandoned as one of the 
driving factors in the implementation, adoption and ultimate evolution of performance-based 
funding in the State University System of Florida.  Many interview participants stated they think 
performance-based funding and the current metrics will continue to evolve as there is a lack of 
data showing how the policy has truly impacted the Florida System. In fact, Interviewee HE3 
noted “Performance based funding has to change or we will lose the uniqueness within our state 
system.”  There was an agreement among all of the individuals I interviewed that accountability 
is imperative for the system to remain competitive with other state systems.  However, the 
challenge is that the system cannot use one-size-fits all metrics to measure a system as diverse as 
the State University System of Florida.  With a one-size-fits all mentality, the regional 
universities will never be able to move the needle and advance within the state even if they 
advance on the national level.  
Politically, the State University System is once again at the center of the higher education 
legislative forefront.  During the 2020 legislative session, Senators proposed moving New 
College of Florida to the Florida State University and moving Florida Polytechnic to the 
University of Florida. Most recently the legislature voted to consolidate the three University of 
South Florida campuses.  During the 2020 legislative session, the Florida House and Senate 
voted to unanimously change preeminence and performance-based funding metrics.  As the 
competition for funds and the accountability movement increases along with increased political 
uncertainties, universities will need to successfully maneuver the political frame as defined by 
Bolman and Deal (Bolman &Deal, 2013).  
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Finding One: The Economy 
As detailed in Chapter Four and identified by primary and secondary document analysis 
as well as interviews with key individuals in varied groups, the main critical factor which led to 
the implementation, development and evolution of performance-based funding was rooted in the 
economy.  There were varied economic themes including the post-9/11 budget crisis and the 
2008 recession.  As Florida recovered, the funding to support the state’s public higher education 
system declined by more than 20% in inflation adjusted dollars.  This lack of support is often 
equated to and blamed on the economy.  During this time period there were other funding 
priorities for the state including multi-million dollar tax cuts for industry during Governor 
Bush’s tenure as governor (Bush, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2007).  During the post-recession 
economic turmoil, there were additional cuts associated with industries considered essential to 
the state’s economy including requests by Governor Crist and Governor Rick Scott.  These 
challenges threatened and potentially undermined the success of some of the universities within 
the State University System of Florida, more specifically the regional schools with unique 
missions that serve students who desire the opportunities provided by these schools. 
Finding Two: Accountability 
The accountability movement did not begin in Florida; it began in Tennessee in 1979 
when it became the first state to adopt performance-based funding as a mechanism to support 
public higher education.  The Florida Board of Governors has claimed that accountability is the 
way to fund public higher education using metrics designed to highlight and help the universities 
move the needle for the benefit of the students. What is missing in this conversation is the cost of 
accountability. The accountability measures continue to place an abnormal emphasis on STEM 
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degrees.  There is a lack of evidence to support that students who study STEM are better 
prepared to face the challenges of the world.  The STEM accountability measures and funding 
associated with helping these students graduate places students outside of STEM at a 
disadvantage in the current system.  The lack of non-STEM focused metrics and funding 
minimalizes the impact of liberal arts colleges and the students who attend them. 
Finding Three: It’s all political, or is it?  
The third main theme is centered on the politics in the State of Florida.  State legislation 
and other governmental policies may limit the ability of state universities in Florida to offer 
high-quality academic programs for students.  As performance-based funding measures and other 
higher education public policies and legislation evolve, universities often alter their way of work 
to meet the new policy measures or requirements.  Universities expend valuable resources to 
measure, monitor, and report their adherence to the states’ performance-based funding metrics. 
The implications of performance-based funding are troublesome, as the policies may be widely 
adopted with limited regard to the policy’s success. Recent studies indicate there is a lack of data 
to support performance-based funding metrics (Dougherty, et. al, 2013, 2014). The majority of 
interview participants highlighted the “political-ness” in Florida.  The political landscape in 
Florida is not just about political ideology but allegiance to Alma Maters.  This is how the 
University of Florida has continued to thrive under the current performance-based funding 
model. It is also how Florida State University has continued to receive funding under special 
legislation even while not performing well in regards to performance-based funding metrics.  
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Finding Four: The Value of Public Higher Education  
All participants confirmed the importance of funding the State University System of 
Florida.  However, the outlying opinion from elected officials interviewed displays different 
philosophical beliefs on the level of funding as well as the method of funding the State’s 12 
public universities. However, some universities, by the nature of their mission, location or other 
factor may not have the ability to score well under the current system.  This is further 
emphasized by the lack of funding for schools that rank higher nationally because they are 
measured against their peers versus being measured against universities with different student 
populations, degree offerings, demographics and students with limited opportunities. This 
includes universities like Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University, currently ranked 7th 
among historically black colleges and universities in U.S. news and World Report’s “Best 
Colleges 2020. (Tallahassee Democrat, 2019).  What is often not recognized by the Board of 
Governors or the State Legislature is that if more of the State’s universities are measured against 
their peers and not against every university in the system there will be an increase funding 
opportunities for universities such as Florida A&M as well as other regional universities which 
comprise the system.  
Connecting the Critical Factors to the Theory 
As detailed above, the purpose of this study was to address how performance-based 
funding evolved as the funding mechanism in the State University System of Florida.  Research 
Question Two was specific to the critical factors which led to the adoption of performance-based 
funding in the system.  Kingdon’s (2011) Agenda’s Alternatives and Public Policies was 
employed to analyze the results detailed in Chapter Four. Furthermore, Kingdon suggested that 
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policy changes occur when the three identified streams; problems, politics and policies connect.  
It is noted the three streams operate independently and yet, they do have to come together for 
public policy to emerge (Kingdon, 2011). The interpretation of each of the four main themes 
identified through primary and secondary document analysis and interviews are detailed below.  
For the interpretation, I applied the Kingdon model to performance-based funding in the State 
University System of Florida. Using Kingdon’s model is appropriate for many reasons.  First, the 
data reflect the evolution of performance-based funding as developed over multiple years as well 
as with different policy actors which is suggestive of Kingdon’s problems, policies and political 
streams.  Each of the four main themes aligns in at least one of the streams inherent to Kingdon’s 
theory of public policy analysis. See Figure 4 for a visual representation of this analysis.  
 
Figure 4. Performance based funding streams 
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The Problem Stream 
According to Kingdon (2011), “policy makers consider a change in an indicator to be a 
change in the state of a system; this they define as a problem,” (p.93).  The problem stream is 
comprised of matters identified as important by policymakers, legislators or stakeholders that 
must be addressed through action. To address this first stream, I researched and collected data 
through primary and secondary document analysis and interviews.  Once data were collected the 
following themes emerged: economic trends, the accountability movement, the overall political 
landscape in Florida as well as the importance of supporting public higher education.  The 
political landscape in Florida is not a true component of the problem stream as it directly and 
appropriately aligns in the political stream.  Utilizing the Kingdon method and definition of the 
problem stream, the main problems inherent to be addressed through the implementation of 
performance-based funding are rooted in economic trends and the accountability movement.  
The importance of supporting public higher education is not part of the problem stream as it is 
inherent in the policy stream as a component of the solution versus being a problem.   
Economically, the main streams were centered on an overall challenge of funding an ever 
growing system with fewer allocated resources.  All interview participants and documents 
pointed toward economic trends as a critical factor in performance-based funding.  Indicators 
were identified by myriad sources including Governor Jeb Bush’s State of the State addresses 
from 2002 through 2008.  There were multiple indicators including the challenge of supporting 
the state’s economy, which is funded in part through tourism dollars.  Post 9/11, the state had to 
invest millions in Visit Florida to boost the tourism industry. Other indicators included 
constitutional amendments specific to light rail and the class size amendment, which were also 
addressed by Governor Charlie Crist in his inaugural State of the State address. The increase in 
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state Medicaid costs was an additional indicator.  As noted by Governor Charlie Crist in his 2005 
State of the State address, there had been a 13% annual increase while state revenues were only 
growing at six percent annually.  Currently, the poverty rate in Florida is approximately 13% 
according to the US Census Bureau (Census, 2018).  With this rate and an ever-growing 
population, Medicaid expenditures are expected to rise.  Additional economic indicators were 
evident in interviews with key stakeholders, especially higher education leaders who discussed 
the challenges of funding their universities following the change from enrollment-based funding 
to performance-based funding.  
Accountability indicators were specified in primary and secondary document analysis as 
well as interviews.  As stated in Chapter Four, all interview participants indicated they supported 
accountability.  The State Legislature, The Board of Governors and the Governor were all 
interested in enhanced accountability.  This political indicator further supports the use of 
Kingdon’s model and relates to the political stream which is detailed within this chapter.  
The Policy Primeval Soup  
“Policy making is often a process of creating intellectual puzzles, getting into intellectual 
binds, and then extracting people from these dilemmas,” (Kingdon, 2013 p.126).   Within the 
second stream exists the people, the communities, the lobbyists and the influencers who work to 
devise and get policies adopted. It is within this stream that ideas and reasons such as the 
economic factors, accountability and making the state system strong were politically maneuvered 
to move from the problem stream. Before performance-based funding was implemented there 
were various policy movements.  True horse trading took place during the development of 
performance based- funding and other funding legislation including preeminence according to 
one of the interview participants.  During the passages of the various performance-based funding 
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legislation, there were alternatives and proposals commonly referred to as amendments in 
legislative language.  It was during this stream, where the communities and the policy “soup” (p. 
121) came together to pass the legislation.  
The passage of performance-based funding did not happen overnight and it was not the 
state’s first attempt to implement performance-based funding. There were two other 
performance-based funding models which applied to the state’s community and vocational 
colleges.  Neither bill lasted more than a couple of years and has not been funded since 2002.  
The current model was adopted three years after the framework was passed in legislation.  It was 
a combination of accountability movement advocates in the Florida House and Senate, the 
Florida Board of Governors and key financial influencers who wanted their voice to be heard.  It 
was worked on by university leaders, house staff members, Board of Governor staff members 
and other stakeholders with various interests in the policies development and passage. According 
to Interviewee I1, the June meeting of the Board of Governors was one of the most shameful 
experiences ever seen due to the challenges all of the stakeholders felt and how there was a fear 
of being cut or removed from the Board of Governors. Many leaders try to do what Kingdon 
refers to as softening the experience.  That was not the case when it came to Governor Rick 
Scott’s edict to the Board of Governors as it related to the State University System of Florida and 
performance based funding.  The edict according to Interviewees was to what the Governor 
wants or be removed from the Board of Governors.  
In alignment with the Kingdon theory, performance-based funding met the tests for the 
policy stream according to the policy actors, influencers, and advocates for the policy. More 
specifically, the proposal survived because according to policy leaders, it was technically 
feasible and it was acceptable to their values as it aligned with the platform of the elected leaders 
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of the State of Florida. Specifically, it aligned with Governor Rick Scott’s ideology to not raise 
taxes or allow the universities to raise tuition. In short, performance based funding further 
aligned with the philosophy of reduced government. 
The Political Stream 
The political stream is comprised of four key elements: public mood, pressure groups, 
elections, and ideological distributions.  There is an alignment with the political stream as 
defined by Kingdon (2011) and one of the critical factors – the political environment in Florida.  
As detailed in previous chapters, politics in the context of this study is not the traditional liberal 
and conservative political philosophy.  
There are ideological distributions within the state as well as traditionally aligned 
pressure groups.  In Florida the groups are distributed geographically, and financially as well as 
those with various religious influences.  Florida like other states have ideological distributions 
based on varied factors.  South Florida often aligns based upon traditional religious and political 
philosophies.  North Florida has consistently voted for more conservative elected officials, with 
few outliers.  Central Florida or the I-4 corridor, is a salient mixture of liberal and conservative 
ideological voters, often depending on the county.   
However, no matter where you are from there are few issues in Florida more polarizing 
than an individual’s Alma Mater.  A legislature and policy leaders’ Alma Mater is often where 
the true pressure groups exists in the state specific to performance-based funding and higher 
education in the State of Florida. There are Florida fans and Florida State fans according to 
Interviewee S1.  While there are alignments in other states, elected officials in Florida will 
feverishly defend their schools no matter the cost.  As one Board of Governor employee stated to 
one of the interview participants, “We were told that the University of Florida will never lose 
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anything and if there is ever a tie among the flagship schools then the metrics will be changed or 
the rankings will be changed.”  That is a strong component and perfect example of the political 
stream in the Florida landscape.   
The other main political stream is aligned with the election of Governor Rick Scott in 
2010. A newcomer to Florida politics, Scott remarkably beat a seasoned Republican expected to 
win the republican vote in the Florida Republican primary.  This represented a shift in the 
Florida landscape which is one of the key political factors that led to the adoption of 
performance-based funding in Florida.  
While conducting interviews, I spoke with multiple higher education leaders and staff 
from the various universities within the State University System of Florida.  As previously 
reported, all agree that accountability is valuable.  The performance-based metrics are flawed.  
Higher education leaders and staff is a pressure group that felt they were listened to during the 
process of metric development but they were not heard.  Instead, universities were pitted against 
each other.  If the Board of Governors and State Legislatures listened to the experts on university 
operations, the metrics would still have been based in accountability.  They would have also 
recognized and emphasized the value, importance and diversity of the regional campuses. As the 
political climate in Florida and nationally continues to change it will be important for higher 
education leaders and those who have the knowledge about higher education to be involved in 
the political process even more than they are currently involved. All higher education leaders 
presented consistent messaging during interviews which demonstrated their concern of not being 
heard by the Board of Governors and the State Legislators.  It would have been a better process 
to involve and not placate those with the core knowledge to improve the State University System 
in Florida.  
 127 
Joining of the Streams 
On April 22, 2013 Governor Rick Scott approved Bill 1076 to develop the formal 
framework for performance-based funding to be the primary funding mechanism for the State 
University System of Florida.  The text of Bill 1076 which created performance-based funding 
includes the following: 
K-20 education; Providing for comprehensive K-20 career and education planning; 
substantially rewording the student assessment program for public schools; providing 
requirements for industry certification, an industry certification funding list, and a 
postsecondary industry certification funding list for distribution of funding to school 
districts and Florida College System institutions, creating the preeminent state research 
universities program; establishing the Complete Florida Degree program; revising the 
formula upon which performance funding for state universities is based and awarded 
(Florida Senate, 2013).  
 
The bill passed unanimously in the Florida House and Senate. It was devoid of any 
partisan votes, which was not an ordinary occurrence in the Florida House or Senate, which is 
often divided on many bills due to partisan political actors. As performance-based funding 
evolved and changed throughout the years, the partisan votes have become more prevalent, 
signaling potential challenges to the current performance-based funding model. Coincidently the 
2020 legislative changes to preeminence and performance-based funding also passed 
unanimously.   
After years of discussions and heated Board of Governor meetings, Governor Rick Scott 
signed the Board of Governors’ performance-based model into law on April 14, 2016 (Florida 
Board of Governors, 2016).  The law and subsequent performance-based measures are the result 
of the problem, policy and political streams joining to create new laws and policies which 
address the perceived problems within the State University System of Florida.  
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Current State of Preeminence 
During the 2020 legislative session, The Florida Senate once again addressed the State 
University System of Florida’s laws regarding preeminence. Senate Bill 72 was filed in 
December 2019 by Senator Kelli Stargel, a Republican representing District 22 which is 
comprised of parts of Polk and Lake Counties in Central Florida.  The bill, if signed by Governor 
DeSantis will change the metrics utilized to determine if a university is considered an emerging 
preeminent or a preeminent university.  Based on the proposed changes it is likely there may be 
additional universities designated as preeminent. The bill passed unanimously by both the 
Florida House and Florida Senate on March 13, 2020.  As of this writing the bill has yet to be 
signed by Governor DeSantis.  The bill will change the metrics for preeminence as detailed 
below.  Stricken out words will be deleted from the metrics.   
1. An average weighted grade point average of 4.0 or higher on a 4.0 scale and an average 
SAT score of 1800 or higher on a 2400-point scale or 1200 or higher on a 1600-point 
scale for fall semester incoming freshmen, as reported annually. 
2. A top-50 ranking on a least two well-known and highly respected national university 
rankings. Including but not limited to, the U.S. News and World Report rankings, 
reflecting national preeminence, using the most recent rankings. – There are no changes 
in this metric. 
3. Freshman retention rate of 90% for full-time, first time in college students reported 
annually to the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). 
4. A 4-year graduation rate of 60% or higher of full-time, first time in college students 
reported annually to IPEDS. In 2018-2019 this could also be satisfied with a university 
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attaining a 6-year graduation rate of 70% or higher by October 1, 2017 of full-time, first 
time in college students, as reported to IPEDS. 
5. Six or more faculty members who are members of a national academy and reported by 
the Center for Measuring University Performance in the Top American Research 
Universities (TARU) annually or official membership directories maintained by each 
national academy.   
6. Annual research expenditures, including federal research expenditure of $200 million or 
more, reported annually by the National Science Foundation (NSF). 
7. Total annual research expenditures in diversified nonmedical sciences of $150 million or 
more based on data reported by the NSF. 
8. A top -100 university national ranking for research expenditures in five or more science, 
technology, engineering or mathematics field of study, as reported by the NSF. 
9. One hundred or more total patents awarded by the United States Patent and Trademark 
Office for the most recent three-year period. – No changes with this metric.  
10. Four hundred or more doctoral degrees awarded annually including medical and health 
care disciplines, as reported in the Board of Governors Annual Accountability Report. 
11. Two hundred or more postdoctoral appointees annually, as reported in the TARU annual 
report. 
12. An endowment of $500 million or more, as reported in the Board of Governors Annual 
Accountability Report. 
The only two metrics with no changes are metric two and nine respectively.  In addition, 
the bill states all of the preeminent universities will receive an equal amount of preeminent 
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funding. Besides the metric changes, the legislation also deleted the following language from the 
emerging preeminent benchmark plan:   
Upon approval by the Board of Governors, and upon the university’s meeting the 
benchmark plan goals annually, the Board of Governors shall award the university its 
proportionate share of any funds provided annually to support the program created under this 
section (Florida Senate Bill 72, 2020). 
What is next for Performance-Based Funding 
As Ned Lautenabch, Vice Chair of the Board of Governors recently stated 
“Accountability has been a priority for the Governor and the Florida legislature as well as the 
Board of Governors because it increases student access and relieves student debt,” (Florida 
Board of Governors, 2019). In addition, Chancellor Criser (2014) stated in a 2014 editorial to the 
Bradenton Herald “the model is not one-size-fits all;” however, the current system is precisely a 
one size fits all system.  In addition to the challenges and possibilities of performance-based 
funding, there are possible revisions based on myriad factors.  There are challenges with the 
current system, especially as it related to regional schools, universities who serve first generation 
students, students with social barriers, students with economic barriers and schools with students 
who work (HE1, 2020). Interviewees OS1and I2 brought up the fact it will be a real challenge 
for some of the smaller regional schools to ever move the needle because they do not have the 
alumni base, the influence or the resources to ever compete with the flagship. There is no 
recognition for regional campus missions or the students they serve.  There was also a general 
consensus among higher education leaders, influencers and other stakeholders that performance-
based funding will be revised and possibly should be revised as it has encouraged more 
accountability but maybe it is time to move on.  
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According to a November 22, 2019 press release the Florida Board of Governors 
approved its most recent budget request.  The request contains a new concept in funding.  The 
new funding model includes performance-based funding, preeminence and a new initiative 
entitled the “Pillars of Excellence Initiative.”  “Performance funding and its focus on student 
success is the reason Florida continues to be ranked top in the country for higher education and 
why so many of our institutions are making huge year-over-year leaps in U.S. News & World 
Report,” said Ned Lautenbach, Board of Governors’ Chair. “The Pillars of Excellence proposal 
will position all 12 of our universities to become models of national excellence.” (Florida Board 
of Governors, 2019). 
Senate Bill 72 impacts the State University System of Florida funding, as it changes State 
University Programs of Excellence to State Universities of Distinction.  The bill changes the 
funding report submission date to the legislature to January of each year instead of September. It 
added the following legislative language: 
The Board of Governors shall establish standards and measures whereby state 
universities that focus on one core competency unique to the State University System that 
achieves excellence at the national or state level, meets state workforce needs, and fosters an 
innovation economy that focuses on areas such as health care, security, transportation, and 
science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM), including supply chain management 
(Florida Senate Bill 72, 2020).  
Additional legislative changes will add metrics to include a 6-year graduation rate for 
students who are awarded a Pell Grant in their first year, as well as adding a 2-year graduation 
rate for associate in arts transfer students.  These changes have the potential to alter the rankings 
of universities like University of North Florida, Florida Gulf Coast University and Florida 
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Agricultural and Mechanical University. The new language also addresses one of the most 
controversial components of performance-based funding according to higher education leaders 
by adding the following language: Benchmarks and metrics may not be adjusted after university 
performance data has been received by the Board of Governors (Florida Senate Bill 72, 2020). 
This was controversial component as the Board of Governors would meet in March to adjust 
metrics which were utilized to determine the score for the previous academic year.  
Limitations of this Study 
The study was limited to performance-based funding in the state of Florida, more 
specifically, the 12 universities which comprise the State University System of Florida.  There 
are additional performance measures for the state of Florida community and state colleges. 
However, the adoption of the community and state college metrics were not be used as core data 
in this study.  While the implementation of the initial performance-based funding measures is 
included in the literature review, the core components of this study are the modern performance-
based funding measures and their implementation. There is little research in the literature 
specific to the politics and critical factors that have influenced the legislation and implementation 
of performance-based funding the State University System of Florida.  Moreover, there is 
potential for researcher bias.  
An additional limitation of the study is the use of document analysis as the primary 
method of data collection. Darrel Caulley (1983), as cited by Owen (2014), reiterated that 
document analysis is common in evaluation research; however, the use of document analysis in 
policy analysis is meager and, contrary to stereotypical beliefs, it is not an easy task.  Caully 
warned “the facts of history and evaluation never come to us pure, since they do not and cannot 
exist in a pure form; they are always refracted through the mind of the recorder” (pp.19 -20).  
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However, by including interviews, it is my hope this will reduce study limitations. Finally, as the 
majority of the interviews were conducted on the phone or via email I was not be able to see or 
hear the unspoken gestures, expressions or other non-verbals the interviewee may show during 
an in-person interview.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
As public policy actors and streams change there will be a need to evaluate potential and 
current higher education public policies to determine their effectiveness or inadequacies.  There 
is uncertainty with higher education funding based on myriad factors.  There are opportunities by 
researchers to increase the knowledge related to higher education public policy and budgeting 
issues.  There is a gap in the literature on how alternative funding methods would have been 
applied to the system.   
It was not my intention to determine the effectiveness of performance-based funding in 
meeting the true needs of the students currently enrolled in one of the 12 universities which 
comprise the State University System of Florida.  However, as performance-based funding 
evolves, it will be imperative to ensure the students, the ultimate stakeholders of the universities, 
feel they are earning a degree which makes them happy or supports their future goals in life.  As 
Interviewee HE2 stated, “It is my goal to ensure students are happy, because if students are 
happy generally their parents are happy.  Happy graduates make happy alumni which in turn 
continue to support their alma mater.”  
An additional area of research is the 2020 global COVID-19 pandemic.  While not 
directly related to this study, there is a possibility the pandemic may impact higher education 
funding similar to post-9/11 and the 2008 recession.  As reported in the Chronicle of Higher 
Education, the reality of COVID-19 is here to stay.   
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During the 2020 legislative session, there were multiple changes presented that if signed 
into law by Governor DeSantis will impact the State University System.  One such change 
included within the most recent round of legislation $14 billion was allocated for higher 
education. These changes should be researched to determine how the changes will impact the 
operations and ranking of the universities in the system.  It would also be interesting to 
determine the political stream of these changes.  
What Would I have done differently 
Writing a dissertation is a multi-year process which tests the researchers in ways they 
never thought possible.  This was my experience.  I stand by my findings, my methods and my 
chosen theoretical framework. I think most researchers including myself would tweak and maybe 
do things a little differently.  First, I would have gone to the Board of Governors to sit through 
some of the public meetings versus just reading the meeting minutes.  There is a lot missed when 
you do not have the opportunity visually observe the decision makers.  There might have been 
certain side bar conversations which took place which were not included in public meeting 
minutes per sunshine law.  Next, I would have liked to conduct all interviews on zoom or another 
video option.  The interviews I conducted using Zoom or Microsoft teams provided me with the 
opportunity to observe the participants reactions to questions as well as the discussions on 
themes.  I would have also added interviews with students, particularly those who are involved 
with student government at both flagship and regional campuses to learn more about the student 
story and what they think of performance-based funding.  Since I was researching this topic, 
hearing what students think might have added depth to the study.  
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Conclusion 
It is my hope that this study supports the knowledge base for higher education public 
policy, especially performance-based funding. Kingdon’s framework allows us to view public 
policy in various streams, just as Thomas Jefferson, Hamilton and Adams did in the Federalist 
papers.  There is more than one way to view and analyze public policy.  The problem, policy and 
politics are evident in some of the political papers which still frame problems, policies and 
politics in the modern era.  Furthermore, it allows us to step back from the overly political 
society and analyze problems and societal challenges through multiple frames which combined, 
form public policy.   
This study aimed to provide a historical public policy analysis of performance-based 
funding in the State University System of Florida, as well as identify the critical factors which 
led to the development, implementation and evolution of this policy. I utilized Kingdon’s (2011), 
Agendas, Alternatives and Public Policies as the theoretical framework for this study.  
Kingdon’s theory was an appropriate model to utilize to analyze the critical factors which led to 
the evolution of performance-based funding in the State University System of Florida.  As we 
face additional uncertainties related to higher education policy and funding, it is imperative for 
higher education leaders and others who work in the political frame to have the tools needed to 
address these challenges.   
The joy of participating was a non-related theme which did not fit within any category 
outside of the conclusion of this dissertation.  While there was an initial challenge in recruiting 
elected officials, all other category participants did so enthusiastically.  While many researchers 
might be leery of reaching out to those in presumed power positions, there is a wealth of 
knowledge within the varied stakeholders in the State University System of Florida.  The 
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majority of my interview participants were kind, full of candor and all commented on how much 
they appreciated participating in my study.   
I came to this study with a political and higher education background.  Therefore, I have 
a lens which is framed around my political ideology and background.  I am confident my 
political ideology did not influence the findings of this study, however, it did impact my study 
selection and path to my Ph.D. program.  It is also my hope this study encourages others to 
merge their interests for the betterment of society.  I encourage education students to expand 
their horizons to learn more about public policy.  All education public policy has the potential to 
impact our students, families and educators.  Without having a voice in the system and in the 
process of policy development, educators are missing an opportunity to become a resource to 
those making the decisions on their futures.   
The lessons learned and emphasized by interviews and research is the belief that we all 
have a role to play in public policy, more specifically education public policy.  Approximately 
250- years ago, Thomas Jefferson laid the framework for my belief system about education. 
When I started my research, I discovered the following quote; Thomas Jefferson, who in (1787) 
wrote to James Madison, “Educate and inform the whole mass of the people… They are the only 
sure reliance for the preservation of our liberty (Jefferson, 1787).”  This research has always 
been about improving the methods and opportunities for individuals to learn more about our 
political processes and to use this knowledge to improve not only their own life but the lives of 
their children, their families, their communities, society and their country.  For education is the 
path, it is the way and the answer for the societal challenges we face today. If we can learn more 
about the processes of public policy, we can invest more intellectual capital to solve these 
problems.  
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APPENDIX A: FLORIDA PERFORMANCE BASED FUNDING METRICS 
 
1. Percent of Bachelor graduates enrolled or employed earning at least $25,000 one year after 
graduation. This includes data tracking graduates to 41 states, the District of Columbia, and 
Puerto Rico.  
2. Median wages of Bachelor’s graduates who are employed full-time one year after 
graduation. This metric does not include graduates who are self-employed, serving in the 
military, individuals without a valid social security number, or those making less than 
minimum wage. 
3. Average cost to the student, meaning net tuition per 120 credit hours.  Based upon resident 
undergraduate tuition and fees, books and supplies.  A Bachelor’s degree requires 120 credit 
hours to complete. 
4. Four-year graduation rate based upon the first time in college. Students who begin in the fall 
or summer, continuing to fall term, enrolled in their first semester and had graduated from the 
same institution by the summer term of their fourth year. This includes early admits who 
enrolled as degree-seeking students prior to high school graduation.  
5. Academic progress rate, which is measured using the second-year retention with a GPA 
above 2.0. 
6. Bachelor’s degrees awarded in areas of strategic emphasis as designated by the Florida 
Board of Governors as “Programs of Strategic Emphasis.” 
7. University access rate, which is measured by the percentage of undergraduate students 
enrolled in the fall term who received a Pell Grant during the fall term. If a student is not 
eligible for a Pell Grant they are excluded from this metric. 
8a. Graduate degrees awarded in areas of strategic emphasis.  This metric is based upon the 
number of students who earn a graduate degree in a program designated by the Florida Board 
of Governors as programs of strategic emphasis.   
8b. Freshman students who are in the top 10 percent of their high school class. Measured by 
the percent of all degree-seeking students who are first time fall freshmen ranked within the 
top 10% of their graduating class.  
9. Board of Governors choice – Percent of Bachelor’s degree without excess hours.  This 
metric is based upon the percentage of baccalaureate degrees awarded within 110% of the 
hours required for a degree based upon the Florida Board of Governors academic program 
inventory. This metric was phased in beginning with 120%, then 115%, and currently 110%. 
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10. Each university Board of Trustees will select the final metric. The current and approved 
metrics for the 2019-2020academic year are as follows: 
Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University – Number of bachelor’s degrees awarded to 
transfers with Associates degrees from Florida College System.  
Florida Atlantic University – Total research expenditures. 
Florida Gulf Coast University – Number of bachelor’s degrees awarded annually to African 
American and Hispanic students.  
Florida International University – Number of post-doctoral appointees.  
Florida State University – Percent of bachelor’s graduate who took an entrepreneurship class.  
New College - Percent of first time in college graduates completing 3+ high-impact practices.  
University of Central Florida – percent of degrees awarded to African-American and Hispanic 
students.   
University of Florida – 6-year graduate rates.  
University of North Florida – Percent of undergraduate FTE in online courses.  
University of South Florida – 6-year graduation rates. 
University of West Florida – percent of baccalaureate graduates completing 2+ types of high-
impact practice.  
Source: Florida Board of Governors, 2018 
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APPENDIX B: PREEMINENCE METRICS – ORIGINAL  
 
1. An average weighted grade point average 
of 4.0 or higher on a 4.0 scale and an average 
SAT score of 1800 or higher on a 2400-point 
scale or 1200 or higher on a 1600-point scale 
for fall semester incoming freshmen, as 
reported annually. 
7. Total annual research expenditures in 
diversified nonmedical sciences of $150 
million or more based on data reported 
by the NSF. 
2. A top-50 ranking on a least two well-
known and highly respected national 
university rankings. Including but not limited 
to, the U.S. News and World Report rankings, 
reflecting national preeminence, using the 
most recent rankings.  
8. A top -100 university national ranking 
for research expenditures in five or more 
science, technology, engineering or 
mathematics field of study, as reported 
by the NSF. 
3. A freshman retention rate of 90% for full-
time, first time in college students reported 
annually to the Integrated Postsecondary 
Education Data System (IPEDS). 
9. One hundred or more total patents 
awarded by the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office for the most recent 
three-year period. 
4. A 4-year graduation rate of 60% or higher 
of full-time, first time in college students 
reported annually to IPEDS. In 2018-2019 
this could also be satisfied with a university 
attaining a 6-year graduation rate of 70% or 
higher by October 1, 2017 of full-time, first 
time in college students, as reported to 
IPEDS. 
10. Four hundred or more doctoral 
degrees awarded annually including 
medical and health care disciplines, as 
reported in the Board of Governors 
Annual Accountability Report. 
5. Six or more faculty members who are 
members of a national academy and reported 
by the Center for Measuring University 
Performance in the Top American Research 
Universities (TARU) annually or official 
membership directories maintained by each 
national academy.   
11.  Two hundred or more postdoctoral 
appointees annually, as reported in the 
TARU annual report. 
6.  Annual research expenditures, including 
federal research expenditure of $200 million 
or more, reported annually by the National 
Science Foundation (NSF).  
12.  An endowment of $500 million or 
more, as reported in the Board of 
Governors Annual Accountability 
Report.  
Source: (Preeminent State Research University Program, 2013).   
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APPENDIX C: NATIONAL HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE BASED FUNDING 
 
State Date of 
Policy 
Adoption 
Performance 
Based 
Funding 
Years in 
Operation 
Status  State Specific Performance Based Funding Metrics 
Arizona 2013 2013 - present Four-year 
institutions 
• Degrees awarded 
• Bonus for high demand degrees 
• Completed student credit hours 
• External research and public service dollars brought into 
university system 
Arkansas 1995 1995-1997, 
1999-20001, 
2007-present 
Two and four-
year institutions 
• Mandatory measures 
• Bachelor's degrees earned 
• Total credentials earned 
• Student progression towards degree completion 
• STEM credentials earned 
• Compensatory measure 
• Pell Grants used as adjustment measures 
Colorado 1994 1994-1996, 
1999-2004, 
2011-present 
Two and four-
year institutions 
• Full appropriation amount 
• COF Stipend. 
• Weighted student credit hours. 
• Support services for Pell eligible students. 
• Completion and Transfer- additional weights. 
• Retention = competition & retention = 60%; Volume adjusted 
awards = 40% 
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Connecticut N/A N/A Currently in 
transition Funding is based on previous years appropriation. 
Florida 1994 1994-2008, 
New years 
Two and four-
year institutions 
• Percent of Bachelor's graduates employed (Earning $25,000+) or 
continuing their education. 
• Median wages of Bachelor’s graduates employed full-time 
• Average cost to the student (Net tuition per 120 credit hours)   
8bFreshman in top 10% of graduating high school class – for 
NCF only four year graduation rate (Full-time FTIC) 
• Academic progress rate (2nd year retention with GPA above 2.0) 
• Bachelor’s degrees awarded in areas of strategic emphasis 
• University access rate (Percent of undergraduate with a Pell-
grant) 
• Graduate degrees awarded in areas of strategic emphasis and 
Freshman in top 10% of graduating high school class – for NCF 
only 
• Board of Governors choice - Percent of Bachelor’s degrees 
without excess hours 
• Board of Trustees choice 
Georgia 2006 2006-2008 ?? Currently in 
transition Current formula is based upon funding formula for each university. 
Hawaii 2007 2008 - present  In place at two-
year institutions 
• Number of degrees and certificates awarded 
• Number degrees and certificates awarded to Native Hawaiians 
• Number of STEM degrees and certificates awarded 
• Number degrees and certificates awarded to Pell recipients 
• 150% (3 and 6 year) graduation rates 
• Transfers from CC’s to UH four-year institutions (to and from) 
 
Illinois 1998 1998-2002, 
2011-present 
Two and four-
year institutions 
Public Universities 
• Bachelor's degrees awarded 
• Master’s degrees awarded 
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• Doctorate and professional degrees awarded 
• Undergraduate degrees per 100 FTE 
• Research or public service expenditures 
• Graduation rates 
• Persistence 
• Costs per credit hour 
• Cost per completion 
 
Community Colleges 
• Degree and certificate completion 
• Degree completion of at-risk students 
• Transfers to a four year institution 
• Remedial and adult education advancement 
• Momentum points 
• Transfer to community colleges 
Indiana 2007 2007-present Two and four-
year institutions 
Metrics Have Changed Over Time 
Metrics (2019): 
• Student persistence incentive (2%) 
• Change in number of degrees and certificates (40%) 
• At Risk student degree completion (20%)  
• STEM degree completion (8%) 
• Change in on-time graduation rate (30%) 
• (Remediation success metric- removed after 2017)  
Iowa N/A N/A Currently in 
transition 
• 65% of base funding is enrollment based 
• 35% bonus funding is tied to performance outcomes 
o  10% based on college access to resident student target 
groups (veterans, low income, minorities) 
o 5% degree progress at credit intervals 
o 10% degrees completed by resident students 
o 5% sponsored academic research 
o 5% custom yearly metric 
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Kansas 1999 1999-present  Two and four-
year institutions 
Kansas State 
• Increase 1st year to 2nd year retention 
• Increase number of degrees and certificates 
• Increase research expenditure 
• Increase annual giving 
• Increase number of students from underrepresented groups 
• Increase percent of degrees and certificates awarded in STEM 
fields 
University of Kansas 
• Increase number of degrees awarded 
• Increase 1st year to 2nd year retention 
• Increase percent of degrees and certificates awarded in STEM 
fields 
• Increase federally financed research and development 
expenditures 
• Increase commercialization and development expenditures 
• Increase philanthropic support  
• Johnson County Community College 
• Increase student success 
• Increase number of degrees and certificates 
• Increase percent of graduates employed or transferred in Kansas 
• Increase retention 
• Increase graduation among transfers  
Louisiana 2008 2008-present Two and four-
year institutions 
• 70% based funding 
• 15% weight cost formula 
• 15% outcomes based formula 
• Student success 
• Change in retention 
• Number of completed degrees and certificates 
• Increase passage rates on license and certification exams 
• Articulation and transfer 
• Workforce and economic development 
• Research productivity 
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• Institutional efficiency  
Maine 2012 2013 - present Four-year 
institutions 
• Degrees awarded (additional points for transfer students +.40, 
adult learners =.40, Pell Grant students) 
• Workforce relevant degrees (STEM) 
• Research grants (number and dollar value) 
Massachusetts 2010 2011-present Two and four-
year institutions 
Enrollment Variables 
• Different degree programs are weighted based on cost and need 
• Includes non-credit workforce development 
Completion Metrics  
• Certificates 10% 
• Associates 15% 
• Transfers 5% 
• 30 credit per year 5% 
• Completions Math 8% 
• Completions English 7% 
• Student degrees and certificates per 100 FTE 
• Success rate 45% 
  
Alignment variables  
• Pell Multiplier 2 
• Priority Certificate (STEM) : 1.3 
• Priority Associate: 1.3 
Michigan 2011 2011-present Two and four-
year institutions 
• Total operations funding from FY 2010 
• Degree completion in critical areas (STEM) 11.1% 
• Research and Development 5.6% 
• Comparison with peers and improvements on metrics 
• Six year graduation rate 
• Total degree completion 
• Institutional support % of core expenditures 
• Percentage of students receiving Pell grants 
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Minnesota 1994 1994-1998 Two and four-
year institutions 
Minnesota State Colleges 2015: 
• 4% increase in degrees awarded, 
• 5% increase in employment rate 
• $2 million reallocation of costs 
• 10% reduction of developmental courses 
• 5% increase in credit load for degree completion 
 
University of Minnesota 2015 
• 1% increase in graduation rates for students of color 
Two Year Community Colleges Metrics  
• Participation - weighted credit hours (50%) 
• Progress- successfully completed weighted credit hours (15-
20%) 
• Performance - weighted degrees or certificates (15-20%) 
• Placement - Student continuing in education or employment 
upon graduation (15-20%)  
Mississippi 2004 2004 - present 
with varied 
changes in 
model 
In place at four-
year institutions 
Attainment Outcomes 
• Degrees awarded 
• At risk students 
• Priority fields (STEM, Health and Education) 
 
Intermediate Outcomes 
• Successful completion of college level Math or English 
• Credit hour marks 
 
Research Activity and Funding (research universities only) 
Productivity Outcomes 
• Number of degrees per FTE and per $100,000 in revenue   
 166 
Missouri 1993 1993-2002, 
2013-present 
Two and four-
year institutions 
Two Year Public Institutions 
• Three year completion rate for students 
• Successful completion of all credit hours 
• Percentage of graduates who pass licensure or certification 
exams 
• Non core expenditures as percent of total expenditures 
• In-district tuition and fees as a percent of total expenditures 
• Total degree and certificate completers who are employed, 
serving in military or attending another institution 
 
Public Technical Colleges 
• Three year graduation rate 
• Completions per FTE 
• Improvements in assessments in major field 
• Core expenditures as a percent of total expenditures 
• Tuition and fees as a percent of statewide median household 
income 
• Job placement within 180 days of employment 
 
Public Four Year Institutions 
• Completions per FTE 
• Percent of students meeting or exceeding the established 
performance of assessments 
• Total operating salaries per students as percent of statewide 
median household income 
• Percent of total education and general expenditures 
• Net tuition and fee revenue as percent of statewide median 
household income 
• Institutions administer a survey as developed by National 
Association of Colleges and Employers (NACE) 
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Montana 2014 2015 Two and four-
year institutions 
Metrics Common to All Institutions 
• Undergraduate degrees/certificates awarded 
• Retention rates 
 
Metrics for Flagships 
• Undergraduate degrees/certificates awarded 30% 
• Retention rates 30% 
• Graduate level degrees/certificates awarded 20% 
• Research expenditures 20% 
 
Metrics for Four Year Regional 
• Undergraduate degrees/certificates awarded 40% 
• Retention rates 50% 
• Masters level degrees/certificates awarded 10% 
• Dual enrollment 10% 
 
Metrics for Two Year Colleges 
• Undergraduate degrees/certificates awarded 30% 
• Retention rates 30% 
• Dual enrollment 15% 
• Remedial success 12.5% 
• Credit accumulation 12.5% 
• Weights added for underrepresented groups- up to 50%  
Nevada 2011 2015 Two and four-
year institutions 
 
New Mexico 2003 2003-present Two and four-
year institutions 
• Total awards - students receiving an academic award 
• STEMH - students in STEM or health programs 
• Awards to Financially At Risk Students - defined by family 
contribution 
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• End of course student credit hours - student credit hours 
completed by students 
• Sector mission measures - research, student momentum, dual 
credit, momentum points 
New York 1998 1998-
2007(SUNY), 
2000-present 
(CUNY) 
Two-year 
institutions 
 
North Carolina 1999 1999-2008 Two and four-
year institutions 
• Funding determined by FTE and credit hour cost 
• Future plans to update metric weighting and process for model 
changes 
North Dakota 2013 2014-present Two and four-
year institutions 
Completed Credit Hours 
• Classified as lower division (1) upper division, (2) professional 
level, (3) graduate level (4) 
• Weights are applied to different major subject areas, based on 
estimated costs of courses 
• Engineering lower division is 2.5 
• Smaller institutions (based on cumulative credit hours) get 
additional weighting factors 
• Square footage of institution - used as another factor  
Ohio 1995 1995-2008, 
2009-present 
Two and four-
year institutions 
• Degree completion (50%) 
• Course completion (30%) 
• Success points  (20%) 
o Students earning 15, 30 credits 
o Completion of developmental Math and English 
courses 
o Additional weights for Pell Grants 
o Students enrolling for the first time from 
community colleges 
Oklahoma 1997 1997-2000, 
2001-present 
Two and four-
year institutions 
• Filed campus completion plan in accordance with Complete 
College America Goals 
• Retention rates 
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• Pell Grant student retention 
• Course passage of 24 credit hours during first year 
• Graduation rates 
• Complete college America target achievement 
• Number of certificates/degrees conferred 
• Program accreditation  
Oregon 1999 1999-2000, 
2007-present 
Four-year 
institutions 
• Number of degrees awarded (both graduate and undergraduate) 
• Number of degrees awarded to underrepresented or rural Oregon 
students 
Pennsylvania 2002 2000-present  In place at four-
year institutions 
Student Success- 
• Mandatory measures: Degrees conferred & closing achievement 
gap for Pell recipients and underrepresented minorities 
• Universities pick one of: Student persistence, value added 
performance scores, STEM degrees, closing achievement gaps 
for transfer students 
 
Access  
• Closing achievement gaps for Freshmen & Faculty diversity 
• Universities pick one of: Faculty career achievement, employee 
diversity, student diversity, closing access gaps for Transfer 
students   
 
Stewardship  
• Private support 
• Universities pick one of: facilities investment, support 
expenditures, instructional productivity, employee productivity 
 
University can designate two other specific indicators 
South Carolina 1996 1996-2002 No longer using 
the policy No longer using this policy 
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South Dakota 1997 1997-2002, 
2004-present 
Currently in 
transition Funding is based upon previous years appropriation amount.  
Tennessee 1979 1979-present Two and four-
year institutions 
Community Colleges 
• Student hour accumulations (30,60,90) 
• Dual enrollment 
• Degrees and certificates 
• Transfers 
• Workforce training 
• Awards per 100 FTE 
 
Universities 
• Student hour accumulations (30,60,90) 
• Degrees and certificates 
• Research and service 
• Six year graduation rate 
 
Degrees per 100 FTE 
Texas 1999 1999-2003, 
2007-present 
Two-year 
institutions • 11% of performance is based on student success points earned 
• 89% based on number of contact hours 
Utah 2013 2013-present Two and four-
year institutions 
• Completion - Degrees and certificates awarded (15%) 
• Completion by underserved students- degrees/certificates 
awarded to underserved students (10%) 
• Responsiveness to workforce needs - degrees awarded in high 
market demand fields (25%) 
• Institutional efficiency - degrees and certificates awarded per 
FTE (50% for all except research institutions  
• Research - Total research expenditures (10% for research 
institutions) 
Vermont 
  
Currently in 
transition 
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Virginia 2005 2005-present Two and four-
year institutions 
• In state enrollment 
• Underrepresented enrollment 
• Degree awards 
• Affordability in comparison to peer institutions 
• Needs based borrowing 
• Tuition assessment 
• Degrees per FTE students/ faculty 
• Dual enrollment 
• Research 
• Licenses 
• K-12 Partnerships 
• Campus safety and security 
Washington 1997 1997-1999, 
2007-present 
Two-year 
institutions 
Momentum Points 
• College readiness 
• Increases in basic skills 
• Completion of a developmental sequence 
• Transition to college 
 
First Year College Success 
• Earning first 15 and 30 credits 
• Completing college math 
• Returning and increasing achievement 
 
Second Year College Success 
• Completing 45 credits towards degree 
• Returning achievements 
 
Completions 
• Certificates 
• Degrees 
• Workforce outcomes  
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Wisconsin 2013 2013 - present  Technical 
Colleges and the 
State University 
System 
Technical Colleges had Nine Performance Metrics, Colleges Get to Pick 
Seven to be Measured On 
• Job placement 
• Number of degrees in high demand fields 
• Number of programs with industry validated curriculum  
• Transition of adult students into training 
• Number of adults served 
• Dual enrollment participation 
• Workforce training 
• Participation in state initiatives 
• Services for unique populations 
Wyoming  2011 2011-present Two-year 
institutions 
Two Year Community Colleges Metrics  
• Participation - weighted credit hours (50%) 
• Progress- successfully completed weighted credit hours (15-
20%) 
• Performance- Weighted degrees or certificates (15-20%) 
• Placement- Student continuing in education or employment upon 
graduation (15-20%)  
Source: NCLS,2015, 2019).  
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APPENDIX D: EMAIL REQUESTING PARTICIPATION IN INTERVIEW 
 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Interview Request– USF Doctoral Student 
Dear: 
Good morning, my name is Monika Alesnik and I am contacting you at the recommendation of 
members of my doctoral dissertation committee.  They suggested you might be interested in 
participating in interviews I am conducting for my dissertation at the University of South 
Florida. 
The purpose of my study is to identify the critical factors which led to the initial adoption and the 
evolution of performance based funding in the State University System of Florida.  In addition, it 
will provide insights for higher education leaders to better navigate the political processes and 
framework in which they operate.   
If you are willing to participate in this research, please click the link at the bottom of this email 
which will direct you to the consent form.  In addition, please let me know if you prefer to 
participate via email, phone or skype.  If you would like to participate via email, once consent is 
received, I will email you a list of questions to answer.  If you would like to participate via phone 
or skype, I will follow up with a couple of dates and times so we can coordinate the call or skype 
interview.  Based on your initial responses, there might be follow questions which would once 
again be emailed. Your name and information will be kept anonymous. 
Thank you for considering my invitation and I look forward to speaking with you soon. Please 
feel free to call or email me. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Monika Alesnik 
Cell: 813.629.2504 
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APPENDIX E: INFORMED CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH
Informed Consent to Participate in Research 
Information to Consider Before Taking Part in this Research Study 
Title: An Historical Analysis of Performance Based Funding in the State University System 
of Florida. 
Overview:  You are being asked to take part in a research study. The information in this 
document should help you to decide if you would like to participate. The sections in this 
Overview provide the basic information about the study. More detailed information is provided 
in the remainder of the document. 
Study Staff:  This study is being led by Monika Alesnik, doctoral candidate at the University 
Of South Florida, College Of Education.  This person is called the Principal Investigator. The 
research is being guided by Dr. Thomas Miller, who is the major professor.  .  
Study Details:  This study is being conducted at the USF College of Education. The purpose 
of the study is to identify and understand the critical factors which led to performance based 
funding being utilized as a funding mechanism in the State University System of Florida. 
Furthermore, the overall goal of the study is to analyze the philosophical underpinnings of 
performance based funding’s adoption in the Florida higher education system.  
Participants:  You are being asked to take part because you are in one of the identified 
stakeholder groups including; elected officials, political influencers, legislative and 
committee staff or in higher education leadership or in a higher education interest group or 
professional association. 
Voluntary Participation:  Your participation is voluntary. You do not have to participate and 
may stop your participation at any time. There will be no penalties or loss of benefits or 
opportunities if you do not participate or decide to stop once you start  
Benefits, Compensation, and Risk:  There is no cost to participate. You not be compensated 
for your participation. This research is considered minimal risk.  Minimal risk means that 
study risks are the same as the risks you face in daily life 
Confidentiality:  Even if we publish the findings from this study, we will keep your study 
information private and confidential. No names or anything to identify the participant will be 
viewed by anyone besides the principal investigator, Monika Alesnik. 
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Why are you being asked to take part? 
You are being asked to participate due to your role and position specific to performance based 
funding in the State University System of Florida.   
Study Procedures 
If you take part in this study, you will be asked to participate in an e-mail, phone or skype 
interview with the principal investigator.  This will potentially include an additional e-mail, 
phone or skype interview with follow up questions from the principal investigator.  
Alternatives / Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal 
You do not have to participate in this research study.  
 
You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. You should not feel that there is 
any pressure to take part in the study. You are free to participate in this research or withdraw at 
any time.  There will be no penalty or loss of benefits you are entitled to receive if you stop 
taking part in this study.  
 
Benefits and Risks 
You will receive no benefit from this study. This research is considered to be minimal risk. 
 
Privacy and Confidentiality 
 
Your information or samples collected as part of the research, even if identifiers are removed, 
will NOT be used or distributed for future research studies. 
 
It is possible, although unlikely, that unauthorized individuals could gain access to your 
responses because you are responding online. Confidentiality will be maintained to the degree 
permitted by the technology used. No guarantees can be made regarding the interception of data 
sent via the Internet.  However, your participation in electronic, phone or skype interviews 
involves risks similar to a person’s everyday use of the Internet. If you complete and submit an 
interview email and later request your data be withdrawn, this may or may not be possible as the 
researcher may be unable to extract anonymous data from the database. 
All participant names and identifiers will be confidential, and only known to the researcher.  The 
data will be secured in a password-protected document on a dedicated computer.  After five 
years all data records will be destroyed. 
Conflict of Interest Statement  
A conflict of interest management plan is a plan developed by the researcher to manage any 
conflict of interest and effectively protect the human participants in the research study. The 
Principle Investigator is not aware of any actual or perceived conflict of interest related to the 
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research study. However, should a conflict of interest be identified by the Principle Investigator, 
faculty advisor, research staff, or research participant, the Principle Investigator will notify her 
faculty advisor, dissertation committee, and the USF Institutional Review Board (IRB). 
Participants in the research study will be notified by the Principle Investigator of the conflict of 
interest. Participants will be reminded that their participation in the research study is voluntarily 
and that they may exit the study at any time for any reason. Should a research participant choose 
to exit the study, their information and contribution to the research study will be excluded from 
the final results. 
 
DATA PROTECTION 
Your personal information collected for this research will be kept as long as it is needed to 
conduct this research. Once your participation in the research is over, your information will be 
stored in accordance with applicable policies and regulations. The data will be secured in a 
password protected document on a dedicated pc.  After five years all data records will be 
destroyed.  
You may withdraw or take away your permission to use and disclose your information at any 
time. You do this by sending written notice to the Principal Investigator via email: 
Monika2@mail.usf.edu  
While we are conducting the research study, we cannot let you see or copy the research 
information we have about you. After the research is completed, you have a right to see the 
information about you, as allowed by USF policies. 
If you have concerns about the use or storage of your personal information, you have a right to 
lodge a complaint with the data supervisory authority in your country.   
 
 
Contact Information 
If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, call Monika Alesnik at 
813.629.2504 or via email at Monika2@mail.usf.edu. If you have questions about your rights, 
complaints, or issues as a person taking part in this study, call the USF IRB at (813) 974-5638 or 
contact by email at RSCH-IRB@usf.edu.  
 
We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not let anyone know your 
name. We will not publish anything else that would let people know who you are. You can print 
a copy of this consent form for your records.  
I freely give my consent to take part in this study. I understand that by proceeding with this 
survey that I am agreeing to take part in research and I am 18 years of age or older. 
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CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 
Consent to Take Part in this Research Study I freely give my consent to take part in this study. I 
understand that by signing this form I am agreeing to take part in research. I have received a 
copy of this form. 
_____________________________________________  
Signature of Person Taking Part in Study Date 
_____________________________________________  
Printed Name of Person Taking Part in Study  
 
Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent I have carefully explained to the person taking 
part in the study what he or she can expect from their participation. I confirm that this research 
subject speaks the language that was used to explain this research and is receiving an informed 
consent form in their primary language. This research subject has provided legally effective 
informed consent.  
_____________________________________________  
Signature of Person obtaining Informed Consent Date 
_____________________________________________  
Printed Name of Person Obtaining Informed Consent 
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APPENDIX F: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS – HIGHER EDUCATION OFFICIALS 
 
Interview Question Research Question 
As a leader in higher education were you 
involved in performance based funding at 
your current or previous institution?  If so, 
what was your involvement? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as 
a funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Do you think performance based funding 
was implemented appropriately, why or 
why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as 
a funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Has performance based funding altered the 
university's way of work? If so how? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as 
a funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Has your view of performance based 
funding been altered from your initial 
opinion of the policy? If so how?  If not, 
why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as 
a funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Did your institution implement performance 
based funding? If so how? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as 
a funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Has the political environment altered the 
implementation of the current performance 
based funding model? Why or why not? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced 
the passage, adoption, and implementation of the 
higher education performance based funding 
policy in Florida? 
Did you or your institution face challenges 
with the implementation of performance 
based funding?   If so, what were they? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as 
a funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
What do you see as the critical factors, 
socially, economically or even politically 
which led to the current Florida 
performance based funding model and 
policies? 
 
What were the critical factors, which influenced 
the passage, adoption, and implementation of the 
higher education performance based funding 
policy in Florida? 
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What do you see as the critical factors, 
socially, economically or even politically 
which led to the initial Florida performance 
based funding model and policies? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced 
the passage, adoption, and implementation of the 
higher education performance based funding 
policy in Florida? 
Do you support performance based 
funding?  What influences your support or 
lack of support for the policy? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as 
a funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Do you support the previous or current 
version of performance based funding? 
Why or why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as 
a funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Do you think public higher education is a 
public good?  Why or why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as 
a funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Did you have an official role during the 
development, implementation and adoption 
of the current performance based funding 
model and policies? If so what was your 
role? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as 
a funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Did you have an official role during the 
development, implementation and adoption 
of the original performance based funding 
model and policies? If so what was your 
role? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as 
a funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Would you please describe the political 
environment during the adoption and 
implementation of the current performance 
based funding model and policies? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced 
the passage, adoption, and implementation of the 
higher education performance based funding 
policy in Florida? 
Would you please identify your influences 
including philosophical, those rooted in 
your academic background and well as 
those which are rooted in your political 
ideological, if applicable? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced 
the passage, adoption, and implementation of the 
higher education performance based funding 
policy in Florida? 
Looking back do you think there are errors 
or mistakes within the performance based 
funding legislation?  If so what are the 
errors or mistakes? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as 
a funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
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Is there anyone else you suggest I interview 
for the purpose of this study? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as 
a funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
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APPENDIX G: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS – ELECTED OFFICIALS 
 
Interview Question Research Question 
As an elected official do you think 
performance based funding aligns with 
state goals and priorities?  Why or why 
not? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Do you think performance based 
funding was implemented appropriately, 
why or why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Has your view of performance based 
funding been altered from your initial 
opinion of the policy? If so how?  If not, 
why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Has the political environment altered 
the implementation of the current 
performance based funding model? 
Why or why not? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Did your political philosophy influence 
your involvement in performance based 
funding? How or how not? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Were you involved in the legislative 
aspect in the current performance based 
funding model and policies? How or 
how not? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
What do you see as the critical factors, 
socially, economically or even 
politically which led to the current 
Florida performance based funding 
model and policies? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
What do you see as the critical factors, 
socially, economically or even 
politically which led to the initial 
Florida performance based funding 
model and policies? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
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Do you support performance based 
funding?  What influences your support 
or lack of support for the policy? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Do you think public higher education is 
a public good?  Why or why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Did you have an official role during the 
development, implementation and 
adoption of the current performance 
based funding model and policies? If so 
what was your role? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Did you have an official role during the 
development, implementation and 
adoption of the original performance 
based funding model and policies? If so 
what was your role? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Would you please describe the political 
environment during the adoption and 
implementation of the current 
performance based funding model and 
policies? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Would you please describe the political 
environment during the initial adoption 
of performance based funding? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Would you please identify your 
influences including philosophical, 
those rooted in your academic 
background and well as those which are 
rooted in your political ideological, if 
applicable? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Looking back do you think there are 
errors or mistakes within the 
performance based funding legislation?  
If so what are the errors or mistakes? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
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Is there anyone else you suggest I 
interview for the purpose of this study? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
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APPENDIX H: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS– LEGISLATIVE, UNIVERSITY AND 
STATE STAFF 
Interview Question Research Question 
Do you think performance based 
funding was implemented appropriately, 
why or why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Has your view of performance based 
funding been altered from your initial 
opinion of the policy? If so how?  If not, 
why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Has performance based funding altered 
your way of work?  How or how not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
What do you see as the critical factors, 
socially, economically or even 
politically which led to the current 
Florida performance based funding 
model and policies? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
What do you see as the critical factors, 
socially, economically or even 
politically which led to the initial 
Florida performance based funding 
model and policies? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Do you support performance based 
funding?  What influences your support 
or lack of support for the policy? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Do you think public higher education is 
a public good?  Why or why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
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Did you have an official role during the 
development, implementation and 
adoption of the current performance 
based funding model and policies? If so 
what was your role? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Did you have an official role during the 
development, implementation and 
adoption of the original performance 
based funding model and policies? If so 
what was your role? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Would you please describe the political 
environment during the adoption and 
implementation of the current 
performance based funding model and 
policies? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Would you please describe the political 
environment during the initial adoption 
of performance based funding? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Would you please identify your 
influences including philosophical, 
those rooted in your academic 
background and well as those which are 
rooted in your political ideological, if 
applicable? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Looking back do you think there are 
errors or mistakes within the 
performance based funding legislation?  
If so what are the errors or mistakes? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Is there anyone else you suggest I 
interview for the purpose of this study? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
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APPENDIX I: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS – INFLUENCERS 
 
Interview Question Research Question 
Do you think performance based 
funding was implemented appropriately, 
why or why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Has your view of performance based 
funding been altered from your initial 
opinion of the policy? If so how?  If not, 
why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Has the political environment altered 
the implementation of the current 
performance based funding model? 
Why or why not? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
What do you see as the critical factors, 
socially, economically or even 
politically which led to the initial 
Florida performance based funding 
model and policies? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Do you support performance based 
funding?  What influences your support 
or lack of support for the policy? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Do you support the previous or current 
version of performance based funding? 
Why or why not? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Do you think public higher education is 
a public good?  Why or why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Did you have an official role during the 
development, implementation and 
adoption of the current performance 
based funding model and policies? If so 
what was your role? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
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Did you have an official role during the 
development, implementation and 
adoption of the original performance 
based funding model and policies? If so 
what was your role? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Would you please describe the political 
environment during the adoption and 
implementation of the current 
performance based funding model and 
policies? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Would you please describe the political 
environment during the initial adoption 
of performance based funding? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Would you please identify your 
influences including philosophical, 
those rooted in your academic 
background and well as those which are 
rooted in your political ideological, if 
applicable? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced the 
passage, adoption, and implementation of the higher 
education performance based funding policy in 
Florida? 
Looking back do you think there are 
errors or mistakes within the 
performance based funding legislation?  
If so what are the errors or mistakes? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
Is there anyone else you suggest I 
interview for the purpose of this study? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year universities 
in Florida, which comprise the State University 
System? 
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APPENDIX J: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS OTHER STAKEHOLDERS 
 
Interview Question Research Question 
Do you think performance based 
funding was implemented appropriately, 
why or why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Has your view of performance based 
funding been altered from your initial 
opinion of the policy? If so how?  If not, 
why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Has the political environment altered 
the implementation of the current 
performance based funding model? 
Why or why not? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced 
the passage, adoption, and implementation of the 
higher education performance based funding 
policy in Florida? 
What do you see as the critical factors, 
socially, economically or even 
politically which led to the current 
Florida performance based funding 
model and policies? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced 
the passage, adoption, and implementation of the 
higher education performance based funding 
policy in Florida? 
What do you see as the critical factors, 
socially, economically or even 
politically which led to the initial 
Florida performance based funding 
model and policies? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced 
the passage, adoption, and implementation of the 
higher education performance based funding 
policy in Florida? 
Do you support performance based 
funding?  What influences your support 
or lack of support for the policy? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Do you support the previous or current 
version of performance based funding? 
Why or why not? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced 
the passage, adoption, and implementation of the 
higher education performance based funding 
policy in Florida? 
Do you think public higher education is 
a public good?  Why or why not? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
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Did you have an official role during the 
development, implementation and 
adoption of the current performance 
based funding model and policies? If so 
what was your role? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Did you have an official role during the 
development, implementation and 
adoption of the original performance 
based funding model and policies? If so 
what was your role? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Would you please describe the political 
environment during the adoption and 
implementation of the current 
performance based funding model and 
policies? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced 
the passage, adoption, and implementation of the 
higher education performance based funding 
policy in Florida? 
Would you please describe the political 
environment during the initial adoption 
of performance based funding? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced 
the passage, adoption, and implementation of the 
higher education performance based funding 
policy in Florida? 
Would you please identify your 
influences including philosophical, 
those rooted in your academic 
background and well as those which are 
rooted in your political ideological, if 
applicable? 
What were the critical factors, which influenced 
the passage, adoption, and implementation of the 
higher education performance based funding 
policy in Florida? 
Looking back do you think there are 
errors or mistakes within the 
performance based funding legislation?  
If so what are the errors or mistakes? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
Is there anyone else you suggest I 
interview for the purpose of this study? 
How has Performance Based Funding evolved as a 
funding mechanism for public four year 
universities in Florida, which comprise the State 
University System? 
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APPENDIX K: CITI HUMAN RESEARCH CURRICULUM COMPLETION REPORT 
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